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ABSTRACT

This report describes an 1B8-month evaluation study of ERIC
products and services by a team of faculty and graduate students
at Indiana University. Data gathering and analysis of use and user
reacticn were undertaken on a large scale, with principal reliance
on five guestionnaires directed to ERIC users in representative
educational communities. Data from samples, which produced
approximately 2,500 returned questionnaires, were supplemented by
descriptive and recorded data, site interviews, and expert opiniom
of advisory panels.

Users judged the ERIC system as a whole very favorably. Nine
of ten individual users reported that they obtained informatior from
ERIC products and services which they prab&bly would not have found
otherwise. The findings call attenticn to conditions, trends and
issues concerning use and user reactions to ERIC products and services.
They attempt to evaluate the extent to which ERIC has met its goal of
guaranteeing ready access to the nation's current significant literature
in the field of education. Deficiencies and weaknesses are identified
and recommendations are made for needed improvements and corrective
action.

The report is prepared in four volumes including an appendix
volume of supplementary and parallel tables. Additionally, a summary
volume, comprising the first two chapters covering the Intreduction

and the Summary of Findings and Recommendations, was issued separately.
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Although the literature of the evaluation of document—information
transfer systems is voluminous, few evaluations of such systems or services,
operational or experimental, have actually been conducted. Evaluation
implies quantification but in the field of document-information services
there has been a continuing lack of comnsensus concerning what to measure,
how to measure, and how to interpret the results.

It is important to distinguish between evaluation of an operating
retrieval system such as the Medical Literature Analysis and Retrieval
System (MEDLARS), which is essentially an analytical and diagnostic
procedure, and evaluation of ERIC products and services, which employs
survey techniques to measure use and user reaction.

The results of this evaluation study are set forth in the four volumes
of the final report, the first three of which include the analysis and
core data collected. The fourth volume contains supplementary and parallel
tables keyed to chapters of the report. Additionally, a summary volume has
been issued separately comprising the first two chapters, which cover the
Introduction and the Summary of Findings and the Recommendations.

The conduct of such a survey and the genesis of a report of this broad
subject necessarily required the help and contributions of a large number
of individusls, faculty and graduate students, of the Graduate Library
School, the School of Education, and other departments of Indiana University,
including the Imstitute for Research in Public Safety which provided
assistarice in the latter stages of the study.

Although the preparation of the report was primarily the responsibility
of the principal investigator, it reflects work carried out by the entire
project team. The team included Bernard M. Fry, primcipal investigator,
Alice R. Jwaideh and Margaret I. Rufsvold, co-principal investigators,
Donald J. Cunningham, associate investigator; Miles A. Libbey, James Huber,
and Carolyn Mullins. They were assisted by Janet Elkins, who handled the
complex operations of the project office most responsively and ensured order
and timeliness in the massive flow of paper emanating from and received by
the study team.

Also to be thanked are the graduate students who participated in various
parts of the study: Kenneth Brown, Robin Dalton, Margo Marsh, Grace Moser,
Michael Ormiston, and John Wendt.

The study also benefited greatly from consulting assistance of a number
of education specialists and other key individuals in the field who made
significant contributions to the design and conduct of the study and helped
in improving early drafts of the report. They included: Roger C. Farr,
William P. Gephart, Donald M. Goldenbaum, Carolyn Guss, John Hemmeter,
William Kuvlesky, Robert R. Lange, William Loadman, Martha L. Manheimer,
Keith W. Mielke, James R. Sanders, Edward G. Summers.
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We are zlso _indebted to the twelve educators, librarians, and
information center managers who composed the two advisory panels for
this study, and whose frank comments and criticisms are reflected in
the summary of their recommendations in Volume III. (Chapter 1 of
Volume III lists the members of the ERIC Study Advisory Panels and
indicates the mature of their interaction with the study team.)

Qur thanks also go to Patricia Sullivan of the Divisjion of
Information Resources, Office of Education, for her continuous efforts
throughout the entire study to furnish requested information and materials
and to facilitate the progress of the study. And last, but by no means
least, we are grateful for the patient and effective work of Marjorie
Shepley in the office of the principal investigator for the editing and
preparation of the several drafts of the report.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

education information system established by the U.S. 0ffice of Education,
National Center for Educational Communication (NCEC). As a major component,
ERIC supports NCEC's mission to accelerate nationwide use of successful
educational practices and research-based instructional materials. Now

in its fifth year of operation, ERIC has evolved as a major, comprehensive,
national document transfer and information system.

The overall goal of the ERIC program is to furnish ready access to
the nation's current significant knowledge that can be used in developing
more effective educational programs. ERIC allows any educator or person
interested in any aspect of educational development to identify and obtain
gquickly reports of exemplary programs, research results, and evaluation
studies in his specific area of interest from thousands of selected docu-
ments that otherwise would have been impossible for any single organization
or person to locate. .

Through a network of nineteen specialized centers, or clearinghouses,
each of which is responsible for a particular educational area, the in-
formation is monitored, aequired, evaluated, abstracted, indexed, listed,
and made available through a variety of ERIC products and services. These
reference publications and services thus provide access te repocrts of
innovative programs and the most significant efforts im educatiomal research.

and researchers alike in terms of helping them to develop a countinuously
regenerative system.

Students, teachers, researchers, board members, advisory groups, and
administrators continually function without adequate benefit of pertinent
findings —-- perhaps mostly because of lack of time to ''review the literature.'
Pertinent information concerning the results of research, development,
experimentation and evaluation is available in myriad publications of all
kinds; however, the typical educator-user cannot hope to find time to collect
and analyze such numerous and diverse sources of information directly.

His only hope is to rely upon systematic collection and dissemination
programs such as ERIC.

The purpose of this study was to examine the use made of ERIC products
and services by members of the educational community, and in this context
to evaluate the extent to which the ERIC system is achieving its objectives.
The initial objectives set for the ERIC program were:

*to make significant, but previously unavailable R & D reports
eagily and readily available to educators



#to interpret and summarize results in ways that educational
practitioners and decision-makers can use them

*to help strengthen existing educaticnal communication channels
for putting R & D results to use

*to become an important base for developing a national education

nformation network

IS n 3

In the five years since its establishment, the multi-faceted
document and information functions of ERIC have contributed importantly to
an evolving national education information network, upon which new commun-
ication programs are being developed.

This study has focused on evaluation of products and services and
has not undertaken to assess program concerns of ERIC not directly related
to products and services.

Specifically, the study has attempted to provide information on the
following questions:

1) The extent to which educators aetually use the various ERIC
services and products. In addition te investigating the frequency of use
of the various services, an attempt was also made to examine the patterns
of use.

2) The purposes for which ERIC services and products are used (e.g.,
ment; program improvement; preparation of speech, report, article, research
project; browsing, etc.)

3) The characteristics of users and non-users of ERIC services and
also the differences between "heavy'" and '"light" users. Background
variables examined included age, sex, occupation, position, academic degree,
opinion leadership within the profession, general "activity" pattern, and
information habits, including the extent to which "users' were also users
of other information sources.

4) The extent to which educators are informed about the ERIC program,
and the sources of their information. An assessment of the present aware-
ness and knowledgeability of educators about the program will help to deter-
mine whether, and in what ways, the ERIC system needs to pubiicize its
activities and services more widely.

5) Reasons for non-use, including insufficient knowledge, inconvenience,
unavailability of needed materials, and preference for alternative sources
of information. An attempt was also made to find out why infrequent users
did not use the ERIC system move, as well as why those who have tried it
have stopped using the system.

ERIC
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6) Suggestions for improvements in ERIC services and products.
Respondents were asked what kinds of changes or extensions of present
services would fit their needs better. Summaries of information and
data resulting from this evaluation study together with findings, con-
clusions, and recommendations, have been prepared for review by NCEC and
the ERIC staff for the purpose of identifying deficiencies and recommending
needed improvements.

7) The overall impact of the ERIC program in meeting the information
needs of educators and researchers, measured in terms of its effects upon
their patterns of information-seeking and information use.

Categories for Analysis

The key categories used for analysis matched output measures against
user populations. A cross-classification of these has served as a basic
framework for summaries and synthesis of major findings regarding intensity
and frequency of use, type of use, and use satisfaction.

1) ERIC PRODUCT AND SERVICE CATEGORIES

Document Availability

Hard copy
Microfiche

Index/Abstract Journals

RIE
RIE Accumulated Indexes
CIJE

Indexes to Special Collections

Pacesetters in Innovation

Catalog of Selected Documents on the Disadvantaged
Selected Documents in Higher Education

Manpower Research Inventory

OE Research Reports

Information Analysis Products -

Interpretative Summaries (State-of-knowledge)
Research Reviews

Bibliographies

O
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Dissemination Programs

Clearinghouse Newsletters
Professional Journal Columns
Brochures and Audio-Visual Materials
Professional Societies

State and local agencies

Personal contacts

Reference Services

Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptors

2) USER OCCUPATION CATEGORIES EXPLORED
Administration
Teaching
Pupil Personnel Service
Research and Development
Library
Consulting
Undergraduate
Graduate

3) ORGANIZATION CATEGORIES EXPLORED
Pre-School
Elementary School
Secondary School
College or University
State Department of Education
Regional Education Laboratory
Research and Development Centers
Professional Organization

OE Regional Office

10




Other Federal Agency
Local or Regional Information Center
Reading Resource Network Center

Business or Industry

Diffusicn Models

This study examined only direct use of information products within
specialized user groups. This approach was based on a simple one-step
diffusion model in which information moves from the ERIC system directly
to the ultimate user (Diagram 1). In reality, the information diffusion
process often involves at least several steps or linkages of exchange,
particularly where local school staff is concerned (Diagram 2). Consequently,
while this investigation attempts to provide an accurate picture of direct
use of ERIC materials by the relevant publics selected for study, it pro-
bably underestimates the information impact of ERIC on local school staff
and university students because these publics are tied in through inter-
mediate linkages which were not within the scope of this study. Any future
study of ERIC's impact should go beyond simple direct uses of product alter-
natives, especially for local school publics.

Diagram 1

Single Step Diffusion Model Latent in Structuring
This Investigation of ERIC Product Utilization

ERIC - n'
Sources of Information

=
]
jw
|+~
|
o

State University  University  Professional  Local Local
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Agencies Research stration and
7 and Counselors
Development




Apnlg STUJ UT pauTwexy UOTSNIITQ JO SIUTTy
598eNUT] AIBPUODDG———mmem
sadequl] Alewfid

O

S10T2SUNO] PUEB SISUIEBD] TEIO]

3.
/
£
p
. . i)
("onpE) sSIBTTIIFY s1sTTe1oadg pue /
23e3S pue Teuordey ~ SI0IBIISTUTWPY [OOYDS [E907] ,  SIUepnis AJTsisatuf daig puy
S ” , A ;A
p Ly
. ! ;

, 7 89Touedy uoIjEINpy °3e3g P xmmmum SATIURISANG

7Je3s TRUOTIEBONPY

-

A
-

SUOT3IBZTUBR3I] [PUOTSS8J01q ! ‘\ , S12Udaeesay ¥ IIBIS AJISILATU[ de3g 3sT

S e ,
f M \,

.. (paeog A10STADY)

T .,..t. T T e L e

¢ ¢ f 3 T T )

UoT3BWIOIUT JO Ssoinog K

U - 0T¥d

01dd Teajus)

UOTIBWIOJU] puR STRTIIBY
D1¥A 103 TopoR uorsnijrg osimdeig 7 weideiq




Summary of Methodology

An account of the design and conduct of this evaluation study is
contained in Chapter 1, Volume III, of this report. Ail tables cited
in this summary of methodelogy also appear in Volume III. Table AlA.7
presents a review of populations, samples, and returns. The principal
sources of data for this study were derived from five samples: '

1) Individual User questionnaire, using a controlled sampling
procedure (494 respondents). This questionnaire was administered by
educational institutions to a broad cross-section of users of ERIC
products and services. Eighty-one percent of institutions sampled
responded. These included institutions holding complete ERIC standing
order collections, both private and OE supported, educational information

centers, and Reading Resources Network Centers.

2) Organization questionnaire, which included a sample size of 441
organizations, with an average return from sub-samples of 83%. The
organization questionnaires were sent to six target populations, care-
fully screened to prevent duplication. The populations queried included
OE supported standing order collections at Clearinghouses; OE Regional
Offices; and Regional Educational Laboratories; privately supported
standing orders; Reading Resources Network Centers; educational information
centers; State Departments of Education; and EDRS individual or demand
orders. Information on the procedure and response returns for these six
populations is summarized in Tables AlA.1 and AlA.2.

3) CIJE questionnaire, with a sample size of 398 representing 100%
of individual and 25% of institutional subscribers. That section of the
Individual User questionnaire pertaining to CIJE was further administered
to the subscriber population and was used in this analysis for supportive
purposes only because of the low response rate of 54%. Further information
on the procedure and response rates for the CIJE questionnaire is summarized
in Table AlA.4.

4) RIE questionnaire, with a sample size of 1025 representing 100% of
individual and 25% of institutional subscribers. That section of the
Individual User questionnaire pertaining to RIE was further administered
to the subscriber population and was used in this analysis for supportive
purposes only because of the low response rate of 51%. TFurther information
on the procedure and response rates for the RIE questionnaire is summarized

in Table AlA.5.

5) Professional Journal questionnaire, which was administered to a
sample of 4318 individual subscribers to five representative educational
journals which regularly feature a column about ERIC products and services.

A 5% sample was taken of these journals for which the number of subscribers
ranged from 6,500 to 37,000. A total of 1011l useable questionnaires was

returned in time for analysis. Individual sample sizes and returns are
shown in Table AlA.6.

Q
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The objective data drawn from questiomnaires were supplemented and
expanded with data gathered through 31 site visits by the project staff

(See Table AlB.1). Additional data were collected from two advisory

groups of twelve experts in the field of educational information dissemin-
ation. The list of members of the ERIC Study Adviseory Panels is included
as Table AlB.2.

Descriptive data referred to in the study have been obtained from Central
ERIC, Clearinghouse Quarterly Reports, and EDRS sales and distribution
records. These data were fully identified in Chapter 1 of Volume III of
this report and are cited in relevant figures and tables.

In summary, these data sources have provided a comprehensive overview
of a very complex information system. Taken together these data sources
have provided a multi-dimensional survey by bringing together data from
individual users, observed data from multiple samples of organizations
providing service, and data from journal subscribersg, including both RIE
and CIJE as well as representative professional educational journals.
Finally, purchasers of individual documents were sampled on a random basis.
In every instance but the last it was possible to prevent overlap and
duplication of sources. Site interviews, phone calls and correspondence
were utilized for follow-up and assessment of the representativeness of
samples and possible bias.

In order to permit ease of reference from the Summary Findings to

the specific data upon which they are based, each topical group of findings
is keyed to the relevant data sources.

Assumptions on Non-respondents

An inherent problem in any survey research is that of the non-respondent.,
A lack of response tends to make the data unreliable, thereby reducing the
validity of gemeralizations to the universe based on the sample statistics.
Two methods for combating this problem are: (1) increase the response
rate (a 70-80% return rate is generally accepted as a minimum rate); or
(2) investigate the characteristics of the non-respondents upon which
qualified generalizations can be made.

With the exception of the EDRS '"demand' orders, the response rates of
the organizations' questionnaires were acceptable (range of 69-100%Z). The
same was true without exception of the individual users' questionnaires
¢ange of 73-90%Z). The response rates of the RIE and CIJE subscribers'
questionnaires were typical of mailed out questionnaires (ranging from 46-54%),
and below the minimal acceptable rate for analysis except in a supportive
role.

As the response rates for the organizations and individual users were
in the acceptable range, the assumption was made that the non-respondents
were no different than the respondents and that any generalization to the
universe based on these questionnaires' data was relatively valid.

14
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The same assumption was made in regard to individual items on these
questionnaires. Any comparative figures for a given item are based upon
the total number of valid responses to the respective item.

Notes con Interpreting Data Tables

It has been the policy of the present study to rely for analysis
principally on individual user questions, except where other elements
such as organizations, journal subscribers, site interviews, panel experts,
etc. have importance or unique contributions to make, or to provide data
on ¢bserved use as contrasted to direct use. In general, the data from
the study have been gathered under circumstances of high response rates,
although survey results which included considerable non-response were still
useful. ith substantial non-response, say over twenty to thirty percent,
survey data reflecting suggestions or changes in or improvements in ERIC
@rvices were useful but were not considered general measures of user satis-
faction or expressions of opinion as tc the value or importance of ERIC
products and services: In this latter category, the RIE and CIJE subscri-
bers' questionnaires fell below the minimal acceptable response rate and
have been used only for supportive purposes. In this case, however,
responses to individual questionnaires provided acceptable data for
analysis. 7

It was not prudent to rely on organization means with a sample size of
less than five. Similarly, although calculations were made of individual
users with a sample size of five or over, such information must always be
interpreted with great caution, particularly if discrepancies between two
related tables exist. As a rule, only a sample size of ten or more users
was accepted without additional validating data.

It is also important to note that in several tables respondents were
categorized by primary professional role because some of the responses
regarding purposes of use of ERIC materials are undoubtedly generated by
demands of these individuals' secondary or tertiary professional function
(e.g., many teachers are also students for all or part of the year). This
seems particularly evident in the cases of administrators, teachers, and
graduate students, for example, where considerable overlapping within the
ategories and over professional roles is to be suspected.

Areas Outside Scope of Study

Some disclaimers are in order to identify products and services as
well as types of data that were considered outside the scope of the present
study. At the request of the Office of Educatiom, the study questionnaire
on evaluation of ERIC Tape Data Bases was not used because of overlap with
a separate OE investigation. Similarly, the study team was asked to circum-
scribe its coverage of information analysis products. It was agreed that
the present study would evaluate input to RIE and CIJE from the user 's point
of view with emphasis on value to the user. In contrast, OE undertook a
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separate evaluation of the information analysis program of the National
Center for Educational Communication (NCEC) which was designed to be a
more subject-oriented, scholarly evaluatien with the emphasis on the
criteria for input and actual quality of the information analysis products.

This study has produced widespread evidence of non-use of particular
products and services which, together with data from open-ended questions,
site interviews, and panel members, suggests lack of awareness as the
principal reason for non~use. Other possible reasons for non-use were also
proposed such as delays and costs of document delivery, non-acceptance of
microfiche, lack of targeted materials, research vs. practitioner orienta-
tion, etc. Teo what extent these and other cited reasons play a role in
the findings of this study cannot be determined precisely and conclusively
from these data.

Interviews were used, to a limited extent, as a follow—up of the mail
questionnaires including a small percentage of those persons and organiza-
tions who failed to respond to the questionnaires. These data were inte-
grated in the analysis, but there is a need to gather more comprehensive
data from non-users in order to learn more about resistances and blocks
to use of ERIC products and services. Information should be gathered on
alternative information sources used and other reasons for non-use such
as anti-research attitudes, reluctance to use report literature, non-
acceptance of microfiche, etc. Accordingly, a principal recommendation of
this present study is the need for developing more extensive and in depth
information on non-users of the ERIC sgystem, i.e., why potential users
are not using ERIC products and services.

Estimates of the Full Universe of ERIC Users

The extent of use of ERIC products and services by the total universe
of users in all educational areas and under all circumstances cannot be
estimated with any precision using the data of the present evaluation study.
Classical methods, which assume random sampling, are not theoretically
correct for the projection to a full universe of users when the data come
from combinations of samples as in this study. Although the survey instru-
ments employed by this study comprehensively solicited response from the
principal educational communities, the study team is convinced the field
is so vast and diverse that only gross estimates of ERIC users can be
extrapolated to an unmeasured total universe of educators.

Proceeding with this note of caution, the study team developed a series
of summary tables (1.1 through 1.7) which estimate the total number of users
of ERIC products and services, broken down by organization affiliation, and
by educational occupation wherever possible. The resulting estimates must
be considered an understatement of ERIC usage because they are derived from
data adequate for evaluation but not for a census of users. The data for all
estimates were derived from responses to the organization questionnaire
described above, and represented estimates of observed use by library and
information center staff.

,, 16



Table 1.1 provides an estimate of 194,229 users served per week, with
undergraduate and graduate students accounting for 120,705 or 62% of this
total and teachers 41,175 or 21%. Administrators were the third most
numerous group at 21,142 or 11Z.

As noted earlier, there is evidence many teachers were using ERIC
materials in a student capacity. These data were brought out by respondents
to the Individual User questionnaire. (see above summary of methodology) in
which the secondary professional roles of ERIC users were identified
(Table 3H, Vol. I). '

Privately supported standing order institutions, of which 80% were
colleges and universities, recorded the largest number of users (126,984
or 65% per week) among organizations (Table 1.2). Education information
centers with 33,790 or 17% and State Departments of Education with 14,238
or 7% were the next most used service centers.

Estimates of the total number of users of ERIC publications are:

Estimated Total Number of Users

Product - _Per Week
RIE 190,550
CIJE 138,330
Microfiche 178,190
Hard Copy 135,260




BY_OCCUPATION

Estimated HNo.

of Users Per Week %

Teacher 41,175 21.2
Administrator 21,142 10.9
Graduate Student 43,120 22.3
Undergraduate Student 77,585 39.8
Researcher 5,952 3.1
Librarian 5,255 _2.7
Total 194,229 100.0

Source: Organization Questionnaire

AN = 246 organizations responding (Table AlA.2 in Vol. 3)

18




TAELE 1.2

ESTIMATED TOTAL NUMBER OF USERS PER WEEK
BY ORGANIZATION

No. of
Organizations No. of Users

Responding Per Week %

*Clearinghouses 14 855 0.4
Education Information Centers 22 33,790 17.3
*USOE Regional Offices 7 774 0.3
State Departments of Education 35 14,238 7.3
Reading Resources Network Centers 27 12,441 6.4
*Regional Educational Laboratories 10 638v 0.3
Standing Orders (Privately Supported) 31 126,984 65.3
EDRé Individual Orders 100 __ 5,283 _2.7
A4 194,229 100.0

Source: Organization Questionnaire

#Included in sample of USOE-supporied standing orders (Table AlA.1 in Vol. 3)

19



TABLE 1.3

MEAN NUMBER AND TYPE OF SPECIALISTS SERVED/WEEK IN EACH ORGANIZATION
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9%
Teacher 12 194 8 65 77 10 43 115 524
Administrator 8 74 22 30 77 8 28 31 278
Graduate Student 9 g 12 28 130 10 121 24 343
Undergraduate 4 16 22 107 73 7 218 344 791
Regsearcher 5 3 17 14 9 20 12 66 146
Librarian 7 14 5 20 11 3 7 7 74
Average total 45 310 86 264 377 58 429 587 2156

No. Served/week in
each organization

%1, Clearinghouses (14)

2. Information Centers (22)

3. Regional Offices (7)

4, State Departments of Education (335)

5. Reading Resources Network Centers (33)

6. Regional Educational Laboratories (10)

7. Standing Orders (Privately supported) (31)
8. EDRS Individual Orders (100)

9. Average Number Served

Source: Organization Questionnaire

<0
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Table
1.4

Association _RIE
Pre-School -
Elementary School 8
Secondary School 3
College or University 17
State Dept. of Ejucation 12
Regional Ed. Laboratory 11
R & D Center 18
Professional Organization 9
Office of Ed. Reg. Offics 7
Other Federal Agency 10
Local/Reg. Info. Center 14
Business or Industry 5
Other 10

Overall 124
Source: Organization Questionnaire

CIJE

16

[S1T + BN

10

10

90

* Where N< 5, calculations have been omitted

<1

MEAN NUMBER OF USERS OF ERIC PUBLICATIONS PER WEEK
BY PRIMARY ASSOCIATION

17
1=
11

22

W

116

88



MEAN FREQUENCY OF USAGE OF ERIC PUBLICATIONS

- FOR_1970 BY OCCUPATION

PER INDIVIDUAL USER

Occupation _RIE CITE MICROFICHE HARD COFY
Administration 4.91 2.56 10.50 2.79
Teaching 4.14 2.78 &.08 1.92
Pupil Pers. Serv. - - - == ¥
R&D 5.44 2.88 12,33 3.54
Library 6.16 3.95 8,71 1.75
Consulting 466 1,13 12.42 2.42
Undergraduate 2.50 <« 1.00 2.50 ¢ 1.00
Graduate baddy 3.00 7.23 < 1.00
Other 4.19 £ 1.00 10.00 £ 1.00
Overall 467 2.71 8.56 1.17

Source: Organization Questionnaire
¥ Where N {5, calculations have been omitted

ERIC | ==

e e e
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Chapter 2

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (PART I)

AND RECOMMENDATIONS (PART II)

Introduction

This survey project is the first sytematic effort to evaluate how
well ERIC has provided needed information about educational developments,
research findings, and exemplary educational programs and practices
across the nation. It was intended that this study project would provide
the Office of Education with management information on which to (1) evalu-
ate the extent to which ERIC has evolved toward meeting its goal of
guaranteeing ready access to the netion s current, significant literature
in the field of education; (2) identify ‘areas where this goal has not
been fully achieved; and (3) plan and initiate corrective action.

The Summary of Findings ecmprieing Part I of this Chapter has been
prepared to reflect the highlights and the most eignifieant inferences
to be derived from this study. The findings presented here in summary
form are designed to call attention--based on analysis of data in the body
of the report--to conditions, treﬂds, and ieeues eencerning use- and user
reactions to ERIC products and services. . They attempt to provide a concise,
analytieal basis on which to evaluate the extent -to which ERIC has met its
goals, and, where its goals have not ‘been fully met, to: identify defiCLenciES'
and weaknesses. In general, the assignment and sequence of the sub;ect
arrangement of the summary findinge correepond ‘to: chapters in the bcdy of
the report. : S :

In order to permit ease Of'fefefénce"frbm:ﬁhé”Sumﬁefy”fiﬁdiﬁgs to the
specific data (and’ analysis) ~upon’ which they are based; ‘each: topical group
of findings ‘is keyed to:the supporting "'hapter ‘and-data. eau;ce(e) All
questionnaires cited are reproduced ‘in 'Chaj -

'thls repert. Additionally, ell deee




The recommendations recognize and reflect the extraordinary diversity
of the educational community's information requirements and the efforts of
the ERIC system to build a document-information network as a basis for
development of new communication programs of the National Center for
Educational Communication (NCEC). These recommendations deal for the most
part with the management, performance, and economics of the principal
functions of the ERIC system as reflected in its praducts and services.

When effectiveness of a d@cument~information system is measured by
satisfaction of the user's requirements, there is always uncertainty as
to whether the fault lies with the system or with the user. A basic
assumption underlying. the recommendatians of this study has been that the
system must respond to the user's requirements, even though poorly articulated.

Although a number of reccmmendations propose further study and research
it should be understood that this evaluation study, because of its range
and scope, has of necessity been cast in the role of an overview. ' Because
the field of document—information transfer in educational areas is so
broad and complex—-ainid primitive-—-much 1nvestigaticn remains. to be done
before a national document-information system can make its: full contribution
to educational communication. ~Accordingly, almost every page of data and
analysis of this report conta;ns implicit questicns requi:ing further study.

Two chapters in Volume III also prcvide recommendations of experts
on the advisory panels and anecdotal information obtained from open-ended
questions addressed to individual users of ERIC products: and services.
Chapter ‘3 includes the "Summary of Conclusions of ERIC Study Advisory Panels;"
and Chapter 4 reports fully on "Anecdotal Informaticn. ‘

BRI A v provided by exic [EREE B
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PART 1

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS*

GENERAL*#*

The principal indicatorns of increased use and user satisfaction with

ERIC products and services were all positive. Whether measured quanti-
tatively by the remarkable growth and increased use of ERIC publicatiomns,
or qualitatively by the stress of synthesis and evaluation and by emphasis
on the dissemination of information as-well as document delivery, ERIC .

has come a long way toward achieving its overall goal of providing local
access to needed information that can be used in developing more effective
educational programs. : :

Usens judged the ERIC Ayéiem as a whole very favorably. Tuwo-thirds
consdidened the system very useful. Next to professiomals in libraries,
Zeachens, research personnel and administrnatons among occupational groups
ranked the ERIC sysiem highest in uaﬂu,e.

Nine of everny fen individual userns reported that they ob.taned ‘cnéom,twn
through the ERIC syatem which they probably would not have found otherwdise.
For most of these users, the frequency of this EXperlence varied between
one and ten times.

Seven out of ten users reported améafunman obtained 5Jz,om Zthe . ERIC .5yé-tem
resubted in improvements in the way fhey do things. S

More than one-half of the 4,nd¢vecdua£ Mm ngpoigted that ERIC had h@@ped
Zhem avoid dupLLca.Lf,an. N

' The mdin pun.paéea ,50:1, wh,«,c.h ERIC pubL:,chtmné were LLéEd included‘ - kee_p,f_ng
abreast in a {§ield, nesearch projects, pnagn.am mmavmeni dééigmém
 and team pape!w, and c;wua,cu&un deue!lopme,m: .

‘Requests for. eﬂeaﬂinghouéz user: Sehw ce anneaéed bu ih&ee-ﬁouaiﬁA between
. 1969-71. - The educational pm@;&o ~accounted 15011 the greatest incriease:
in number cf :equestsi» Among groups requeéting qrmation, ‘roughly three- - E
"fourths of ‘the requests came from educational.p t‘ficners (45?), educational

bﬂf decision-makers (142), a@d;informatic -] ecialists (13?) s
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ERIC's growing {nvofvement with professional ongandizations has been
productive in intellectual bridge-building. 1In the period covered by
this study the following results were observed: 700% increase in meeting.
participation, 600% increase in joint publication, and 300% increase in
other affiljations.

Although nresearch and pubﬂicailon variables revealed different evaluation
of particular ERIC products and services, no such differences were apparent
with fzezspeui 1o the overall evaluation 05 Zthe ERIC Ayé-t@ﬂ

CHARACTERISTICS OF ERIC USERS#*

Approximately one-hedd of ERIC usens were associated with colleges and
universities; one-fourth were Local school personnel.

Graduate students and teachers were the mosi numerousd MEM of ERIC
products and services, *%

Other heauy userns, in order, were Librarians, school adm&n&&inatoné, and
reseanch and daueﬂopmeni peﬂéonnaﬁ '

The Zypical ERIC user is a female graduate student or teacher about thirty
years old with a master's degree, She likely has conducted research but
has not yet published professionally.

ERIC Users Classified by Academic Degree:
«Nine of ten held an acadeﬁicvdEgrae
-Five of ten held a master's degree

+Three of ten heldronly a bachéloris‘dégree

-One of ten held a dggtdtatézdégrea v

ERIC Users C1a551fied by Age and Sex-7'

-More - than one=ha1f are’ 35 or belcw, ﬁi;h‘ggeéthirdﬂinEﬁhe=2§%3$'agé L,;;‘
range.' e fen D R L e T s T e

-SlightlY'ﬁére'thaﬁxchééhélf‘of ﬁéefs"ﬁéfe”féﬁé1e.?




No professional interest group in the educatianal community dominates the use

of the ERIC system; their primary interests are scattered across “principal
educational classifications.

Reported Channels fcripbtaiping,Informaéign (in descending order of importance)
-Journal articles
:0ral communication
-Abstracting and indexing services
Books and ﬁonographs
Reponts nanked seventh among eight most important o_hanne,&é 06 c.ommumca.z:c_an

cited by ERIC users.

Communication among Educators

-One-half of ERIC users were contacted an average of two or more times
per month by other educatcrs seeking information related tc their
current work. . :

S LR SN

«As degree level increased the average number of contacts per month also =~
tended to increase; older persons tended to have ‘a greated numberrcf
professional contacts than younger' persans‘ and males reported 'a -
greater number of contacts than did females.;v. :

‘Publication Record of ERIC Users v,i,

Two-thinds aﬁ ERIC users have noi publ&@hed books or papers within the 1ast
five years. o N -

Ten peﬂceni 06 ERIC uéeﬂé have 2 - 5 pubﬂ&aaiLona within the 1ast five»years. i i=

-Research Affiliation




which include consubi- .p. particdipation in meetings, nesponsibilities in
professional assocdiaiic: i, etc.

DCCUMENTS ACQUISITION#*

There has been substantial and continwing growith .in ERIC's total collection
of screened documents, reaching about 100,000 £in 1971.

Document selection cniteria developed by ERIC clearinghouses reveal a high
degrnee of unifowmity in terms of specifying the qualily and usefulness of
documents fo be acquired.

In contrast, ERIC uwsens reflected the 5u££ scale of approval to dissent over
plection poLcueA, some preferring a highly screened collection of top quality
documents, and otherns favoring app&cmcn onbly of gross negad;{,ue .;se,e.ec,uon :
MM

A Limiting growth facton of about 1,000 documents pen month, or an average
of 50 documents Anput pen cf_mnghouée oparated to a&&ﬂ&&ta&&y 4n5€uenaa
the application of selection eniteria. , ‘

During 1970-71 a trend developed Foward mose 50&&@&1 than unsolicited
documents. _ :

The number of documents ptwce,ééed 501; Local 6&22«6 de.c&mad in the pamt Hwo
yeans because OE discouraged zthe maintenance of Za,lzge_ Local 6du.,

Many ERIC users expressed the need fon a mdeﬁ. mnga 05 J'Laéou,ﬂ.ca mmtma@a
than non-published nesearch documents. « :

: MIcRdEIcHE** =

‘ Micrefiche Copies of ERlC Raports

"C0p4eé of moat ERIF iepokiZ ‘announce 31n Reéealch in Educailon (RIE) ‘are-
available .in m&cfr.oﬁ,cche goam. at ﬂow;’aoz;_ : institutional ‘subscribers’ SN
. of monthly standing ofders——less‘th 10' for:rach 11 'ufiche ar about e

'¥$120 oo pef month o y o e

fivf*Data scurces.,'ciéafiﬁ house Qu
" Panels.'-‘ o e




l":’: _\}a‘.a&LQ.

The numbesn 04 onganizations purchasing all micnofiche increased to a
Lotal of 417 in 1971 up one-thind over the previous year and 30% over the
past three years.

The number of ERIC reponts s0fd in microgiche fornm (by titles) exceeded
44x milfion in each of the past two years.

Highen education accounted for the almost three-fourths of standing ordens
for microgiche in 1977,

Although Local schools .increased theirn microfdiche collections in absolute
numbers, their proportion o4 ondens declined from 14% to 5% in the past
three years; similarly, State agencies increased their number of collections
three-f§ofd, but barely maintained their propoirtion of ordens at 8%. (This
‘was accounted for by an accelerated expansion in the number of institutions
of higher education acquiring collections.) .

Individual punchases of ERIC micrnofiche gnew by 50% in ]970 over the previous
year.

Frequency of Microfiche Use

Microfiche were heavily used with four out 06 §4ive ERIC usens reporting use
of microfiche at Least 1-10 Limes a year and one-ha.,eg using more f:han 11
m&c&aﬁ&che Iiiﬁeé during the year. , .

‘The most grequent wse of m&c&cﬁfcche was by JlEAeﬂ)‘Lch a.nd deuelio;pme.rbt peh,.&annef_,
followed closely by administratorns and teachehé—-SS? of whom reported use of
mleOflﬂhE 1-10 times a year or more., - - : . -

Graduate and undefngnadua,te 4mdem also rePcrted very Aubatamtaaﬁ LLée 05
micnofdiche.

The number of. people who are estimated to use m&c&aé&che eaah week at .
aa&ﬂageé and un&v&ﬂA&t&@A As gan gneaiem than that in any . other Qrganizaticn. .

Purposes fcr Using Micrafiche

'Overall the most nftenfcited punp0424 504 using micnofich -
-pmo_-:ecta aAAngmnethé and - Zexm. papers; ‘and: fzaepfmg. a.bnea,é.t An. a.tﬁa(,e.zd

- Repozvt a.nd Mde pne_pa.iz.atwn muumz e pment
 were also ,5}1.e,quemt pcﬂpoée&: 50#. use: 05 mfgmoﬂsccher

b¥f‘Relative Usefulness ‘of Microfich

‘«Df those ’ho




Across all categories of respondents, only one in eight have never used
microfiche.

Among ERIC users, three-fournths found the microfdiche capability very useful.
Admindistnatons, teachens, and ghaduate students were next. to research and

development pErSﬂnnél in expressing s&rong approvael of the usefulness of
microfLche.

Availability of Microfiche Equipment

Those oaganizations having the most equipment available have the heav.iest
micrhofiche usage, i.e., universities and R § D centena v

State deparntments of education and Local and neg&onaﬂ ingonmaixnn centens
also reported a high amount of equ&pmeni

Although secondary schools recorded the lowest relative amount of Equipment,
school pernsonnel neponted §8% had accessibility fo microfiche neadens.
Further, of those lacking such accessibility, 90% repornted they would use
neadens L{f available.

Ouerall ihaeeggounihg aﬁ ERIC usens neponzed a m&cﬂaﬁ&chz headen eaéiﬁy
accessible. o ‘

A consistent theme of comment by users and operators of ERIC information
services was the need for moxre, betten, and ﬂeéé expen&&ue m&cnoﬁ4che
neadenA and reader-printens. o

HARD CO¥Y {FULL»SiZEj'DOCUMEﬁTS*
Onderns 50& hand capy dess umenié LHQmeaégdfane—ihiad &F‘7970 aue& 1969 L

o a Lozal of aboui 60, 000 capigé.__(c pared with: &, 200, ooo mlcrofiche
copies). . e e :

Loeal schools hepcated ué&ng hazd QOpg’ﬂeéé 5&€queni£gjihan mLQ&
»bg a 5acibn 05 50% R s

Mosie ﬁnequeni usens a'"hand copy were State Depanim_'
» <Reg4ana£ Eduaai&onaﬁ Labo £




2-9

THESAURUS OF ERIC DESCRIPTORS®

The most frequent usens of the Thesawwrs are, in order, Librarians, research
and development personnel, teachens, graduate 4iudenté and adm&n&éthaiané

Overall Less than one-thind of ERIC users indicate they have never used
the Thesawws. :

Only one out of Qighi respondents indicate they {8t go to Zhe Thesawws

There are only minon differences among users of CIJE and RTE Ln termms o4
Anitiak utifization of the Thesaurus.

Both onganizations and individual usens of ithe ERIC Theéa,mua 5ound4.;c
"usequl” on "verny useful" by a F_Mge mafornity. _ _

than those not s0 involved

Those who found the Thesawus mosit ueﬁu& were gmaduaie 4mdam:é Libranians

and reseanch centen personnel. This suggests that the The&auhué is found

very useful by those who are continually involved with chluuy Maheh and
accustomed Zo the teehnigue of . méo}z_ma,a:wn seanch. ,

About one-half§ of teachers and admmumitou 5ou.nd ‘the Thea.mu "uAeﬁuﬁ”
orn "very usegul.” . . , o :

Overall about 90% of both {individual users and oﬂ.gamzmom czg)ze.e. that ihe. ‘
Thesauwnus descrdiptons are &epn&bantaicve oﬁ amgnt&y uz.sed ﬂanguage. T

There is also ouemwhaiming ev&denae ‘that uéeﬂé 5ound the descriptors to’ have .
the appropriate degree 06 Apeuﬁfcu,tg e > L

'fData gathered from- indiv;dual user reaponses, site interviews, -and, adviscry :
- -panels suggested the fcllGW1ng changes or: improvements in the Theéauﬂué

should be can51dered

'terms sﬁould be geared to practiticners or . researchers, nct ta bath.

‘more consistent policy in assigning descriptcrs'wjﬁt

',fdocuments shpuld be 1dentified ;y typ;'




-terms have tended to become too specific--applying to a particular
(clearinghouse) discipline

documents lag behind term changes
-more scope notes are needed

.an identifier index is needed

RESEARCH IN EDUCATION (RIE)*

The favorable judgment of RIE by ERIC wsers was nearly unanimous across
educational occupations and associations. It was not affected by differences
between researchers and non-researchers, or by differences among those who -
published and those who did not. In summary, four 04 every five users of

RTE were very satisfied with it with only one-half of one pa&aeni paéé&ng a
Mo use” fudg.

Subscriptions to RIE leveled off after reaching a peak in 1968 of 4,400
subscribers, as compared to 4,200 in 1971. (This is not surprising in view
of the preponderance of. instltutional subscfiptions, some for multiple copies )

Institutions of higher educaticn account for 38% o4 :che, subscribens; state
and Local educational agencies have 27%; 5cm.ugn aubéc.ubefm are the thind
Langest group comprnising 13%. : , ‘

Individual subsciiptions to RIE haue. declined, both in :te;ums aﬁ abéoﬂuie
numbens as well as percentage (grom: 13% %0 4%) (Ihis phanomenon has become
common among abstract journals in recent years ) ; :

Data gathered by this study suggest that ‘usens og. RIE iend Zo be habiiuaﬂ
The majority have uéad d ALEX tune.& o;,; mone, p@‘i_ gm :

Oecupmgm& ca,:tegou@.s reportlng momﬁ ,5!1equant wse'. 05 RIE included &eéemch :
and development and the Librany. . Locak school. aMmiﬁfou cmd .teae.hm .

wese mnked next MQhaéi An: 5)‘z_gqu,gncg 015 use. .-

The most §requent usens 0§ RIE accodin sofessLonal )LO-CQ were. found among o
" Regdonal Educational Laboratories, State epastments 04 education, coaggeé S
and universities, a.n.d )Le.éeﬂ_lmh nd development centerd in that order. -~ 0. vl

,Across occuPationaL groupsvt

ieachw ‘researc
keeplng abxeas

:*Data saurces'n GPO 84 scrip‘

o ‘Professional Journal ‘and’ RT

 th

IText Providad by ERIC.
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-neseanchers: research projects, curriculum development, keeping
abreast in a field.

-graduate and uhde&giaduaie students: assignments and term papers,
research projects.

Overall fwo-thinds of userns consult RIE pfumauu,&y Zo Locate a document
which contains specific Anformation. Less than one user in five read ox
scanned each Lssue solely for cwurent awareness. Teachers depend heavily,
and administratort to a somewhat lesser extent, upon RIE 50& seanching
past issues to Locate specific mﬁomMn. ‘

Subscniberns to professdonal educational journals coniwuung ERIC coﬂwnm
neponted overwhefming success in finding :LVlﬂO)‘Lma.thGn bung Lcoked 15011. in
RIE.

Data gathered froﬁ 1ndlvidﬁa1 users’ responses,.site inéetvieﬁs;‘and
advisory panels suggested the following changes or tmprnvements in RE should
be studied. :

- §Lagging non'—micdoﬁiehe_. | _

-p!mx)icLing nunning heads at top of each {ndex 'page..' |

-meaging Lnstitutional entnies wdhowt &egmmd Zo éubd&uamn. ’

-coding Level (age, elementary, high school, etc. )

scoding type (speech, survey, rePort,.etc ) g

<netunning to colon aoded Aecimm. '

-omdtting on ﬁ-&aggfcng non aumu&ab&e documenié

mde.u.ng conb@atencg as beﬁueen ganemm& oJL épeuﬁ.m

comeetcng uneue.nne,éé Ain qua.Lc,ty 05 doaume.mté




'f .*Data sources'{
"ffCIJE quest;onn

Two-thinds of individual users chose desdgnation by a symbof as the best
way Lo handle unavailable documents covered by RIE.

Foun of every 6£U& usens of RIE (compared to three of five CIJE users)
reported succeds in finding sought after information.

More than thiee of every four Local school igachené and administratons
using ERIC materials considered RIE very uéeﬁui

RIE was evaluated high on range of fopics, contents of resumes, and the
indexing system, but relatively Low Ln other characteristics includlng
quality of material selected and Ltimeliness.

CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS IN EDUCATION (CIJE)*

Subscriptions to CIJE have leveled off and in fact declined slightly

from a peak reached in December 1969. As in the case of RIE, the

Langest numben of subsciibens to CIJE 45 ﬁound among Ainstitutions of

highen Learning. The second highesZ ghoup. is formed by Local school.
distnicts. These two groups account for over 70% of all subscribers.
Particularily noteworthy is the virtual absence 06 Andividual Aubécnipixﬂﬁé :
somewhat fewer than RIE, This may be due in part to the pr1ce of. CIJE

Across all educational occupatlcns 1ndividuals repgrted a maderate absence
of CIJE use with more than one-thind of: respondents indicating "never: used".
The exceptions are Libriary workers and gfw.dua:t& Atu.den«té ‘but even among
them about one out of four never used CIjE ‘ S

Highest 5nequencg 04 uéaga among ind;vidual users was reported by E&bna&&an& ;
~and graduate students. -

Reseanchens and i:hoae who had pub&@hed Ahawed a aompmaiwe&y hx.ghen
Mequemgod use, . R e

UAdeng&aduazeé 4@1@&9{ w&e CIJE cm cuze unawa)z,e.' oﬁ m exuie,u,

,With the excePticn af administrators,
 papeits was dominant.. Adm&m:tmt
_ "cuaniauﬂum dauaﬁopmgnzn:i, “the mos

T oﬁ e,uefLy thig‘a usens: of- CIT
‘_'One, awt 015 Ae.ven_ aea.dé‘ am ac,ary.s ,50}:. ciunrey




Usens rated CIJE somewhat £§wen as to satisfaction than they did RIE.

Overall three 0f every fLve usens of CIJE voted the £ndex as highly useful;
only one in four actual usens nated CIJE nelatively Low.

CIJE compared gavorably with other aducational indexes in measures of
usefulness. CIJE ranked either "equally useful" (41%) or "more useful”
(482)i '

Efementary and Adecondary teachens ranked CIJE higher in usefulness than did
other cccupat;onal gYoups.

Among CIJE 4n5¢¢1ut&onaﬂ subsciiberns, more thanth&ee-ﬁou&ih& neponted
heavy use (six times or more per year) across all occupational groups.

The Large majority of CIJE users go 6414£ to Lts subfect index. Ounly 7%
reported they initially ccnsult the ERIC Thesawws in conjunction with CIJE use.

Tndividual users reported main pu&poéeé fonr use of CIJE were assignments and
tenm papens and researnch profects; subscrniberns ranked main purposes for use

of CLJE as follows: keeping abreast in a gield, neseanch, pinecté prepaia-
Lion of papers, and assignments and team papess. S

Use of CIJE for cwwviiculum development and pﬂOgnam Amprovement was
nelatively Low. '

Thhee of every 64vg usens of CIJE (compared to four of five RIE users)
neponted success in §inding sought aﬁte& Lnﬁoﬂmataon -

Moxe than four out o4 f4ve usens approved the covehage 06 jau&na£4 and -
selection of jOunnaié , . ,

Channels of communication were ranked according to their &mponfanae by CIJE
subscribers: joutnal anticles, abstracting and ¢ndex¢ng senvices, and- books
and monoghaphs. Reponts neceived few: 5¢ﬂéi=p£aca votes, but nanhed equa££g
with fouwrnal ahi4g£34 and Giheﬂ med&a as ih&&d mast 1mpgrtant channel

Two of every give CIJE 4ub¢c&46eﬂ4 had undentaken neaeamch-;one=ihimd
published papens. " : S : —

: Tou&naﬂ¢ &ndexed in CTJE are almost all avaxﬁab&a Ln a neanby £¢bnany

PECTAL COLLEGTTONS

engnaﬂ ihe Apec¢a£rERIC Qaﬂﬂecilana an

]:R\K)aﬁa sources

w=gan;zatlon'q




Pacesettens in Innovation

Overall fwo of every f{ve respondents have never used Pacesetifens 4in
Innovation, and not including a 27% non-response rate. Administrhatons

and Zeacherns nanked highest among those who had never wsed this collection.
Fewern than one 4in fdive users nrated Paceseffers more than moderately usequl

Catalog of Selected Documents on the Disadvantaged.

. 40% of the respondents never used the Catalog
on the Disadvantaged. Of those who did use the Ca
ResTicfed LTs usage Lo Less than six times a yecuL

o4 Selected Documents
g, about one-hatl4

Libranrians, conéuLtanta, and graduate students seemed to favor the Catalog
more than other groups.

Sefected Documents in Higher Education

Overall use grequency of Selected Documents An I Edue.a,aon shows an
even Lower nate (28%) than goi oiher special Mﬁ?ﬂiorlﬂér This 1s accounted
for in part by its unavailab.ility fon purchase.. ERIC product users in all
occupational categornies indicated rather uniformly a Low usage frequency
forn the Selected Documents. Thode who did use. :th.e. Documents, however, had

nekatively high and grequent need, 5017, :Lat

The Selected Documents were of relatively Little use Lo ohgamzm‘;mné as
compmec( with usage by individuals. , _ _

Ma.npowm Reseanch Inventony

The Manpower Reseanch Inventory was. ubed )Le,ﬁai:weeﬂy LLgh,tEy with a- Iugh
nate of non-usens (46%) and not including ‘a mon-response rate of 29%. -
Findings pointed to a rather specialized group 04 users across o ceupations
04 the Inventory documents. Those who. ha.d not pub&éhe,d u,éed the J,ndex
much £ess Zfr,e;quzntﬁy athan thoée Who: hads e T '
Rcughly A’:wo out of five people who tually used ‘the 'Inve,ntan, ga,ve, 41 a.
high nating of uaﬁwﬂne&f ';fxcludi g ‘those ii adm&mﬁaan, ateaahmg,
faeéemch cmd gmduaie émdy caiegaueb e e R .

'The Oﬁﬁ,u;e 067 du.c.mtwn Researc
A .‘fz,epo!u:ed u_u_ng .t ,




i”frfFrEquency of Use

Similarily, a gneaten degree of satisfaction was reflected by researchens
and those who published.

Of people in those groups who used the Reports, admlnléihaiuna gave few
high ratings compared with respondents in Zedching, research, Libraries,
and graduate studies.

COMPARISONS OF INDEXING JOURNALS*

Availability of Index Journals

Over half of libraries and information centers providing ERIC products
and services subscribe to all three of the major indexing journals in
education: Education Index, Research in Education (RIE), and Cunrent
Index #o Journals in Education (CIJE)

. Education Index is the journal most available in libraries to ERIC users,
closely fcllawed by RIE with CIJE a distant third,

« Education Index ranks highest in availability amcng teachers and
administrators.

Choice of Index Journals When More Than One is Availablek*

The high non-response rate (51%) among subscribers to professional
educational journals indicated probable’ unfamiliarity With one or more
of the three indexing jgurnals cited.

Educailon Index was the preferred chaiae amcng subscribers to prnfessional
education journals, closely followed by RIE, with. CIJE registering less
than one=third the Pqularity of either af the ether two jcurnals.

Approximately one-half of teachers amcng journal subscribers used
EducatLon Index as against 39? for RTE and ll%_for CI]E.rur,s

'Administrators among educational journal subscribers reparted Educai&on _
" Index and RIE were used equally with: CIJE recording ‘about " one-half of their
levels of use.- i : S T R :

..Among individgalxusers'




Dissentation Abstrnacts (50%) and Psychological Absitnracts (38%Z) recorded
surprisingly high levels of use by educators, while Educational Administration
Absthacts and Chifd Development Abstracts and Bibliography were each used

by only 18%.

Comparative Usefulness of CIJE'

CIJE was compared to other educational indexing journals covering the
periodical literature with the result that 92% of respondents rated CIJE
equally useful (53%) or more useful (39%) than other indexing journals.
Only 8% considered CIJE less useful as compared to other journals indexing
the periodical literature.

Ways in Which Indexing Journals were Used During the Past Year.

{

Two-thinds of individual users reported that they used RIE primarily fo
searnch past issues to Locate specific information. Graduate students,
teachens, and administrators all reported frequent use of RIE for éeMethg.
RIE nanked ginst in use for current awareness although less than one-fifth
reported reading or scanning the fournal fon this purpose.

Less than 10% reported using.RIE for both purposes.

Almost fwo-thinds of Lndividuatl neépondenié reported using CIJE primarily
to seanch for specific &nﬁomna,twn. _ _

Approximately two-thirds of users indicated that D&Aéeninilon Abéihacia
was used primarily to search for specific information, with indications
of uniformly heavy use by E&bﬂaﬂ&au& Ieachemé adm&n&éihaibné and
ghaduate students. )

Among the seven indexing journals examined Educat&an Index reccrded the
highest percentage of users searching for 5pecific infn;mation. (Seventy
‘per cent, as against 67/ for RIE and 62% fnr CIJE )

Educai&onaz Adm@ﬂ&éihai&ﬂﬂ Abéihadib was little used by ERIC respondents
(corresponding closely with Chifd Deueﬂopmeni Abstrnacts and Biblioghaphy) .
with school administratcrs indicating greater use of this indexing jcurnal
than other occupational categories; but even. sn, 43/ rePQrtedrnever u51ng

_, Educational Adm,f,mmtwn Abéi}ma«t&

' Péycho£094aa£ Abéinaciz ranked fifth amnng the seven’ ind ing jnurnals in_;v‘
use by ERIC :esPDndents,‘with 53% indicating primary use for tha purposevﬁ
of retrGSpective searching : Sl , STV

*Data source' Individual User.qnestiannaire, "uélfﬁéétélv"

of CIJE ‘were, asked to respond

' %!i;€ij;i1:
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"INFORMATION ANALYSIS PRODUCTS#*

Reviews and bibliographies are cifed £n RIE and neach userns 4in a
varniety of ways: direct from clearinghouses, through Educational
Documents Reproduction Serv.ice (EDRS) and from professional organizations.

Ne.waﬂetteu sometimes {nclude information analysis matenial, and an
annual bibliography of these publications provides a comp&ehenuue
Listing. The variedy 06 outfets impress many users as boith a strnengith
and a weakness of the system. .

Substantial growth in all information analysis products occurred over
the three-year period, 1967-70.

A substantial portion of the ERIC system's users do not wutilize ingormation
analysis products to amy great extent. . Overall, almost one-half of wsers
reported either "no use" on "never used." The relative Pack of use of
information analysis products was attributed by many non-users to wide-’
spread Lack o4 awareness 04 the existence of potentially useful summary
publication. _

Administnatorns make the mostruse of all types of summarized and interpreted
Ainformation. Consultants and ieaehem !Lan!a next in the use of (nterpreta-

tive summasies. i

Actual users of information analysis prsducts reparted a h4gh S
nate of use. Those involved with neéeanah and pubﬂ&cat&an generally used

Anfonmation analysis moduc:ta mone,.

Only one 4in four of. angamzaaam p}wv&img éQ_}LULQe to users found
information analysis products "ve&y uéeﬁuﬂ "o

Vwmon in quag&utg and - exe_e‘s.éewe use of J‘LEAQEJ‘Lﬂh ;Ccyunfmo.&oQg were seen as
obstacles Lo use of information analysis products.e,-‘ = -

Educatonrs ano£ued in Mﬁoﬂ.mai;wn i@ééemwa,tw ;L’xpressed a des:[re for
more intenpretative materiaks including state-of=knowledge: -
Summaries 015 "hoa:" ;CochA and. &e&aated bx.b&agm;ohce,a we

CHANNELS:

13:ssm:m;¢m
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Earlier emphasis on basic dissemination media such as clearinghouse
newsletters, columns in professional journals, and audio-visual materials
appears to have shifted in the past year to non~document efforts such as
education improvement centers and state dissemination teams. Continued
increases in numbers of flyers and brochures are exceptions.

‘As ERIC has matured its emphasis has begun to shift increasingly fo analysis and
intenpretation of information for tarnget audiences; to increased relation-

ships with professional organizations including panels, conferences,

displays, etc.; to training State dissemination teams, under an NCEC program,

in their efforts to assist educators in problem formulation and retrieval

of relevant information.

Most usens {inst Leanned of ERIC through classnoom instruction on colleagues,
not through ERIC dissemination products. B
ERIC cofumns 4in professional journals have a potential of reaching over
one million educators comprising target audiences defined by various’

professional organizations. More than one-half of journal subscribers,
however, did not read ERIC columns or were not aware of their existence.

ALL but one clearinghouse issue d newslfetter. Typically they provide
information on significant new ERIC research materials to key staff of
agencies and organizations that they would otherwise have missed.

Teachers and graduate-students are among important segﬁents of the community
of potential ERIC-users that do not receive or read ERIC newsfettens.

A brochure is one of the most effective ways to proﬁete ERIC aﬁcng State
and local agencies and information centers. ‘. : R :

The total number of brochures produced by cleafinghousés‘énrspecific'aSPects
. of ERIC's offerings continues to increase. = = S

CﬂgahinghouégsfincreésinglyVare invélvedfin?a7variéty}pf cooperative effornts -
with the professional associations in their respective areas. . = ' ' :

In addition to providing bibliographic. services, participating in meetings; . -
joining'in'publicaticn‘arrangeméﬁts;ﬁetc;,:EEIC'cﬂéa&L”'Hodbeéﬂhd”e strengthened
the dissemination programs of professional ‘organizations. themselves. and have
brought about wider acceptance and use of unpublished research materials. -
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PART II

RECOMMENDATIONS

General

1. 1In odee!L to insune that ERIC products and services remain responsive
Zo usens' needs, a program fon continuous measurement of use and usen
neaction shoutd be AmpLemented.

A one-time evaluation can only measure the performance of an information
system at a particular point in time. As changes are made to a system,
particularly to a dynamic information system such as ERIC, it would be
desirable to estimate the effects of those changes. 1t is obvious this
evaluation study of ERIC products and services can only prcvide a broad
overview and can not identify all areas of use and user reactions. It can
locate the most important sources and areas of greatest weakness, but it
cannot hope to identify all specific instances of user satisfaction or
dissatisfaction, or for example, all cases of vocabulary inadequacies in
the system. To acquire and analy%e data that will allow the continuous
improvement of ERIC products and services, a long-range monitoring and
evaluating program should be developed and implemented by Central ERIC.
Additionally, each clearinghouse should carry out its own continucus
evaluation effort, essential for the improvemént of its separate services
and contributing to the overall system measurement.

2. ALL Librarnies and infonmation centens muntzumng ERIC ao-&&eaaom
should be encouraged to follow a sdingle, sdmple record system, eoapmuve.zy
aviived at , which wilk ae,awr.a,tazg fzeﬁl’_em‘: use cﬁ and user )Leaca‘:wm io ERIC .
products and servdces. e

If properly maintained, such a reaard system would be of equal value
to the centers themselves and to ERIC management.' It is traditiomal that
libraries and information centers maintain poor ‘records. of use: ‘and users -
of the materials they service. Educational information centers are mo.
exception to this practice. During a preliminary golicitation: of data
from information centers in the summer of. 1970,‘eleven information centers
recommended as active and likely to mainhain adequate records on the use
- of ERIC materials were fgund when queried to be. abler furnish very

of users on an’ average day. E
stated.- : - 3

3.

Lionak comu.ru.tg
o&gamza,tconb a.m:t by p)wﬁeézsfwna-&
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all educational areas. This periodic review, possibly carried out by the
clearinghouses and coordinated by Central ERIC, would contribute importantly
to shaping future ERIC program development and allocation of resources.
Possible duplication of effort as between the ERIC system and commercial
publishers and professional societies could be avoided and a basis of public-
private cooperation more fully established. 1In a sense, the clearinghouses
in their particular educational areas would take on some of the character-
istics and responsibilities of the delegated agent function stressed in the
Wineberg Report, i.e., advising on the state of educational eommunication

in their areas.

4. Studies to detenmine the haﬂﬁgaﬁe forn educational ittmﬂtte citations,
including both journals and nesearch reponts, are needed and should pn,oue,
useful to ERIC managers Lia program deueﬁopnent :

It is commonly said in educational areas as well as in. many other fields
that "anything of significance gets published”. This. rule of thumb has
been examined by other fields and disciplines and found to have varying
validity. A similar study needs to- ‘be’ undertaken in edueational areas to
determine: :

1) The relative use of reports ae a. communication ehannel,

2) The extent to which reporte or. their contents appear later (and
how much later) as journal articlee. ‘ :

3) The poaeible application of the referee eyatem, or ite equivalent,
to the report literature as a means of remedying the defects of .
"quick and dirty" reporting which is eharacterietic of many reportei

4) The extent and rate at which reporte, ‘not neeesearily their contents,
. become obsolete.ra s

The data produced. by this atudy underline the need for more information
on ‘the role and acceptance of the report literature as a prineipal means of
eommunication among educatora. ,;~' : . :

5. More ,tngonma,ttan ‘would be uéeﬁw(’, on’ non—mm 05 rhe EP.IC égéi'em
why anre. poetenztmaﬁ usens n.oi uéuvg ERTC prOdLLQI.é a,nd ée}wreeé., SR

g atudy hae produ”e, wides 3
7 produeit and eervicee which together with datat’rom open—end
) gest. 1

such as delaye and. 1
flack of targeted material

,l5study eannot m

- of non-user and reae
focus and ex
ﬁactions(,}~




6. NCEC should unge professional educational societies fo use their
“infornmation and publLication proghams to familianize thein members with

the potential usefulness of the ERIC national Lnformation system for
providing ready access to results of exemplary programs, neseanch and
deveLopment efforts, and related information that can be used .in developing
mone effective educational proghams.

Professional educators in all areas should have. an opportunity to
become aware of the availability of ERIC products and services as working
tools in the communication of new developments and research results
throughout the educational community.

7. 1In onden to heduce the overall effornt requined forn document file
maintenance, Centrnal ERIC should provide standard guidelines for gile
maintenance, on perhaps a manual, to assist information managers Ln
neducing time spent on collections as compared with time spent assisiing
patrons. ‘ ‘ :

Time investment for maintaining and updating ERIC collections is

relatively high when compared with the time spent assisting patrons, i.e.,
5.6 mean hours per week as against 8.9.

Clearinghouse Responsibilities

§. A basic nre-examination should be undertaken of the centralization-
decentralization concept under which the several functions and tasks
involved in document processing and information availability are assigned
to the clearinghouses and to the ERIC Processing and Reference Facility.

The following recommendations for a reallocation of some functions
and responsibilities which no longer require specialist clearinghouse
support are based on data obtained from individual users and through site
visits to eclearinghouses and state and local agencies:

1) The indexing and abstracting operation now performed by the
clearinghouses on a decentralized basis should be considered for ‘reassignment
to the ERIC Facility as a central activity.  The apparent unevenness in ERIC
indexing is characteristic of most decentralized efforts In indexing and
could undoubtedly be improved_thfoughfa‘centralized_6peration;;which'has;

‘many advantages for indexing. This would nqt,eliminate'thé'intellectual

input from the clearinghouses from the standpoint of contributing new terms
or~reshaping'language'used’in“thé”Thééaiaaé;“‘TheTEEChni¢ian’expertige;_
required for effective:indexing»as:aergguwgf function requires. consistency
across educational areas and training in the professional aspects of =~
indexing itself, which could be performed more efficiently on a central

basis. Similarly, descriptive abstracting does not call upon the special "
knowledge -of clearinghouse professionals and can: be better performed centrally
by individuals trained for this activity. =~ = oo o ,
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2) Clearinghouse personnel have the knowledge, skills, and attitudes
to increase the availability of information on tested alternatives in
educational practices and to develop further ways to help educators apply
new knowledge and successful practices in their particular educational areas.
In brief, it is recommended that clearinghouse directors be given the
additional assignment of serving as part-time dissemination links between
the information resources in their particular education areas and the
educational practices community at the state and local levels. 1In con-
centrating additional efforts upon all means to insure that information
becomes applied to improvement of educational programs, professional
elearinghouse personnel would have the opportunity to highlight new ideas
and explore promising new methods for the transfer of information. Addition-
ally, the clearinghouses, through their dissemination contacts, the provision
of reference services, and the preparation of information analysis products
need to be given increased responsibility as feedback loops for the system
by identifying and inputting users' needs and reactions into the ERIC system.

3) As centers of subject-matter expertise the clearinghouses cooperatively
should play an important advisory role in assessing the usefulness and impact
of information analysis products developed by the clearinghouses in their
separate capacities. This could take the form of a periodic (annual) review
of new information analysis products, the impact they have had during the
past year, and the directions in which they seem to be going in relation to
user needs as reflected by the link between users and the clearinghouses.

9. The neference function performed by the elearinghouses should be ne-examined
to detenmine whethen it should be continmued at the present Level, permitted to
inonease in volume and complexity, on be phased out altogether with a view Lo
augmenting this essential function at rnegional and Local information centens.

Although the numbers and types of requests for clearinghouse user services
have increased substantially, it should be pointed out that the ERIC clear-
inghouses themselves were not designed, nor are they funded, with exception
of a small number, :to provide extensive reference services on-site.

Document Sales and Distribu;igg

10, A cost-benedit-effectivencss study is needed of the ERIC document sales
and distribution activity, including but not Limited to EDRS, Lo determine
whethern present sales distribution policies and practices are an Anhibiting
Anfluence to ready access Lo ERIC documents. -0 o o0t

A number of aspeets'of”dbcnmeﬂt salég Qist;ibgtLOp_needigojbeuécnéidergd:'

1) Methods of payment for orders should include a Coupon-deposit system.
This would reduce the cost of ordering and distrib tion and remove a. basic
irritant tQ*purch;sers,whg;ét;prgéentngg;'Séndfpayment3_56m§:imesjnq;;
readily known, to éccompapyTcrdérsﬁuﬁdérZSIQ;OO;iff"' EICATVT LT D T

2) Telephone requests.followed by ‘orders. should be' accepted under

emergencY'conditiéﬁs%
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- 3) A twenty-four hour turnaround time on orders for documents on
the shelf should be maintained. Interim answers to all requests not so
handled should be forwarded within 48 hours. Numerous reports of long
delays in handling document orders point to 8 serious inhibiting influence
to repeat orders.

4) Documents announced in RIE should be reproduced in anticipated
quantities (see No. 5 below) by the time the RIE subscriber sends his
order.

5) Customer "demand'" models should be established for estimating
numbers of different .ypes of documents to be ordered, based on prior
experience. This would improve order response time and reduce costs for
full size copies. The linear regression "demand estimate equation" developed
for NTIS is an example.

6) The apparent high cost of hard copy ($3.29 per 100 pages) should
also be reviewed in terms of a maximum distribution/minimum cost equation.

The present practice of selling a number of reports and series at GPO'
when similar reports are sold through EDRS was reported to be confusing by
a number of users. This confusion is compounded when certain titles such
as the PREP reports are published at GPO but are not announced in RIE or
made available through EDRS until three months later. ' This is difficult to
understand, except as a possible GPQ requirement, for reports whose currency
is a matter of importance. »

The concept of "one-stop' information centers should be applied as well
to Central ERIC, which sells its documents, special reports, audioqvisual
materials, and tapeg through at least four different outlets.'

In the interest of providing expedited and more effective reports
distribution at lower cost, it 1s recommended that ERIC investigate possible
alternatives for direct distribution of :eports by means. .of SDI systems, both
directly to ind1vidua1 users and through State and local agancias. _

Document Seleotion and input

171, Inferences that can be dnawn 5nom user. aeaeilon 1o documgﬂi ég€zatron

and input to the ERIC system strnongly Support the need for' feedback on the
4@&25140n p&oae4¢ which WLl Lﬂd&ﬂaie how aﬁdacirueﬁg iha pne&eni éyéiem A5
working. -

This could be accomplished in'several~way5‘
reporting by the ERIC Processing an ;
on what kinds of documents =%

rimarily through regular
: 2 ‘cle




thus be able to determine how well its document input to the ERIC system
was received as reflected by user demand requests. Another method would
be to circulate quarterly a sample query to users of the standing order
collections saying in effect "tell us which documents made available are
most useful and conversely, tell us what kinds of documents not appearing
in the ERIC system are desired." To the extent possible, State departments
of education and Stete regional and 1Deal informatien centers shculd also

possible.

12. Policies and procedures underlying growth of the ERIC document coflection
zhouﬂd be studied .in nefation to the most effective use of this know&e,dge
ase.

This study should involve not only acquisition of documents, including
evaluation and selection, but alsc an assessment of the relative size and
scope of the collection in terms of the expressed needa of the various
and diverse educational communities. At the present time the archival side
of ERIC appears to be steering a middle course, utilizing a limiting growth
factor of about 1,000 documents per month, which are announced in Reseaxch
An Education and made available to all potential users. For some highly
motivated users this limitation appears too stringent and they would be
satisfied by application only of gross negative selection criteria such as
overall relevance, minimum technical quality, and non-duplicative content.
At the other extreme some users refer to what they believe is a large amount
of "trash'" and redundancy in the ERIC documents collection. In general,
these users feel that a more careful screening would eliminate large numbers
of marginally useful documents accepted under current policy and selection
criteria. The result would be a reduction of the file to one—half or one-
third of dits. present size and rate of growth. .

Given the assumption that ERIC i1s a practitioner-oriented system, there
is little evidence that the present size of the collection inhibits use by
the local practitioner, considering also the growth of numerous other forms
of synthesis and evaluation available to him. What needs to be studied is
the development of a collection policy which will recognize on the one hand
the needs of those who wish to have the entire knowledge base’ encompassed
which the present ERIC policy appears to support, and on the other hand the
needs of those who wish to have' in, their. infarmation Syetem only highly

‘selected and evaluated (cf. refereed) doeuments.-

In order to provide an educetlonal knowledge base. that will satisfy the
broad spectrum of diverse educational interests, the ERIC system would need
to restructure its present announcemeént and distribution practices. The oo
present practice of 1arge—ecale collection of documents and their announcement
in a general abstract journal such as RIE: however,“is not inconsistent with
the provision of special announcements pertitianedfby educational. categories
and also stratified by levels of - significance of ‘current educationel practice.
The study should consider this option for development of a range of document-
informatleﬂ delivery systems targeted to . particuiar user communities.

49



~analysis products shguld also be‘undert en whe app:npriate,_

Indexing and Abstracting

13. Based on data obtained from numerous sournces identified in this repont,
there is a need fon negulan feedback on Zhe quality of 4ndexing penformed
by the clearinghouses.

This concerns particularly how the indexing is used for searching
and for the development of search strategies, both manual and machine.
Appropriate mechanisms probably could take the form of periodic meetings
between information center managers and clearinghouse directors or indexing
personnel. Clearinghouses have the option of adding identifiers and of
proposing new or revised terms for improvement of the Thesuaius. There is
missing, however, an essential input from libraries and information centers,
mflecting actual user reactions which periodically should be in open exchange
with those who have responsibility for indexing.

14. The twin dilemmas of nising cosis and overkapping coverage among -
abstracting and x,ndexx_rzg founnatls need Lo be furnthen studied in the field

of education.

Data developed by this study present convincing evidence that educational
agencies, libraries, and informatiqn centers in the face of rising costs are
confronted increasingly with a choice of subscribing to one or two but not

~ all three of the major indexing journals. The cost for institutions of

subscribing to all three journals currently totals $126,00 with EIJE alone
accounting for three-fifths of this cost. Considering that Education Index
has a long and entrenched use among local schools and libraries, there
appears to be a developing trend among institutions to cut back subscriptions
to indexing journals on the basis of cost considerations. This is not

likely to influence greatly the number of subscribers to RIE, but may already
have established a plateau for CIJE., This is of course a complicated problem
and should not be over-simplified by this survey. Further study, including

a search for a better prige/distfibutian formula, needs to be undertaken.

15, A ,«.':yéi'emwt{,c. *?}Logizmn should be. mpﬁeme,mtad to: uq{ofzm the. educa,twnaz
community o4 the highly useful ingormation analysis pn,oduc,tb pn,apmed by
ERIC dmngh&ue& and othen aamponexm _

There is clear evidence in this study that these summary publicatignsare
not reaching the large non-research audience for which.they are intended and :
for which users report a great: need.  .The pramction and: disseminatlon of - these
specially prepared materials should" be planned to exploit all poss’ble - :
secondary distribution systems such as State- education: agenaiea and other
cooperating organizations, Ancluding. professicnal associations, which would
themselves undertake. large—scale free distribution. of: 1ow—cost items. on the
‘basis of potential interest.. Direct5 targeted—discribution of information_
ssible on-
‘a user-subject. basis. The fcllcwing suggestions are . cffered as examples cf‘_
needed actions- . AT A L ) :

1) Announaementé of new ERIC summary publications shauld be- brief
attractively formatted “and 5uhn4éhed as a: giyeaway to. all organizations‘

jﬂ?f;{);;fi;ffi
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providing service on ERIC publications. Consideration should also be given
to an SDI-type announcement sheet targeted to the needs of specific non-
research audiences.

2) Bnied, nregulan announcements of new information analysis products
might well follow the practice of the Superintendent of Documents (GPO) in
its bi-weekly publication of Selected U. S. Government Publications.
Clearinghouses should also step up their announcement activities. The
last few pages in RIE are not an effective way to help users stay abreast
of new ERIC developments.

3) Dual sales distribution of information analysis products via both
the Superintendent of Documents (GP0O) and EDRS may in some cases be desirable
to provide maximum visability and availability. Simultaneocus announcement-.of
availability, however, should be made to avoild confusion of potential ERIC
users, as may be the case now with the PREP (Putting Research into Educational
Practice) reports which are currently withheld three months from announcement
in RIE following their publication by GPO. Consideration should also be
given to sales distnibution of GPO-printed copies by EDRS. (See also the
Recommendation No. 10 relating to document sales and distribution activity.)

16. Two principal types of Lnteapretative summaries .éhouf_d be developed Zo
handfe the full range of relevant publics muof_ued

1) Technical syntheses of research findings for research and university
groups.

2) A modification of the technical syntheses to make them more concise,
more attractive, and in terms that non-research, local school publics can
comprehend. Neither of these types of reports considered alone can do the
entire job. : -

170 New schemes fon crneative synthesis of facts and ideas appmng Ain the
educational Literature should be az,dentt,,gx.ed and promoted.

Continued proliferation of the educatiomnal literature, together with
increased capability for storage of material of limited or special interest,
will handicap the practitioner and researcher alike in their efforts to
extract useful information relative to their particular interests. As the
literature grows in volume and cemplexity, whether in report form or in
journal articles, special methods need to be developed to make retrieval
more meaningful than what can be achieved by subject clagsification -and
indexing alonme. A step that has often been. -proposed is to strengthen sub- .
stantially the reviéw function in the information eyetem._ This function,
however, shauld ‘not be merely expanded it muet be radically revised end
Improved. : :

18." ERIC pOLLGy for a‘:he éu.ppﬂlbt of mﬁonmmtwn am&y&@ pmodue& Moaﬂd be

ne- examined in Jze.&a.«twn Zo oihe}n meané 50!:. .cmpuoufmg eduea.,tconaﬁ cammumcmau.

Creative eynthesis and ccmpectian of facts' and ideee are. central ‘to:
improved communication of research results, but: this emphasis on one element
of the information flow process should be’ eccrdinated with efforts to improve
the very beginning of" the information eycle, 1. e,—:the generation ef informatien.




Indeed, there is increasing evidence that the great "distill or drown"
philosophy will provide only a partial solution to the transfer of meaning
as distinct f£rom document delivery.

Interpretive summaries, reviews, digests and other information analysis
products are expensive, difficult to prepare, and frequently unread. However,
if new means of compression of the literature were developed more closely in
relation to greater effectiveness in the generation of information, the
communication of educatiomnal information could be facilitated without., in any
way, impeding the origination of new ideas. This would involve weeding out at
the point of origin, by the author and sometimes with peer assistance, the
trivial, duplicative and non-technical. The screening process could be based
upon accepted criteria of novelty, with a de-emphasis on publication for its
own sake, On the mechanical side, structure and modular reporting would
need to be devised.

Microfiche Use

19. There is a need forn a test of the hypothesis, advanced by some, that
Locakl schook people are not telling the thuth when a high propontion indicate
as Ln this study that they regularly use the microgiche mode--that they are
reaeting An such as way as fo produce a mone favorable image of themselves.

This is a phenomenon familiar to those who conduct user studies by
questionnaire, sometimes borne out on closer examination and sometimes not.
A brief, in-depth study, followed up by on-the-spot interviews and investiga-—
tion, should be sufficient to prove or disprove this allegation, which is
common wherever heavy use of microfiche i1s reported. It is the judgment _
of this study, using supplemental information from site visits, panel members,
and anecdotal information, that the responses of local school people to this
part of the individual user questionmnaire are accurately reported.

~  Strengthening Dissemination

20. A éo&t—beneﬁii—eﬁ{e@tﬂvenué study should be underntaken Zo determine the
most effective and economical methods of announcing ERIC products and serv.ices
Zo the Large and diverse educational commum,,t{,ab ‘

There is evidence demonstrated by this study that principal reliance upon
traditional abstracting -and indexing journals, i.e., CIJE and RIE has diminish-
‘ing effectiveness in reaching individual users directly or indirectly through
libraries #~d information centers. ' Additionally, data presented by this
study reveal two underlying trends that need to. be reversed: (a) almost
three~fourths of readers of professional journals containing ERIC columns
reported lack of convenient: access to the three major abstracting and
indexing journals in education and (b) the numbers of subscribers to CIJE
and RIE have not only peaked'in the past year but have actually declined over
December 1969 levels. It is clear that additional means with wider impact:
need to be developed for -announcing ERIC products and services to users
~and potential users. Among alternatives or additional. mechanisms which
o ~ed-to be explored are SDI systems, separate.sectional (partitioned) publica- -
.Rdﬁ}en'and digtributibn_cf'the igde;'j?urpgls{;o specific target populations,

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC : . . o : E L
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expansion of machine searching services, educational programs both at the
undergraduate level and among non-using professional groups, etc. Particular
aspects of this recommendation are detailed under dissemination practices.

21. Large-scale development of educational programs should be carrnied out
to teach usens about educational Lingormation resources. ‘

This and other recent studies have convincingly demonstrated that large
segments of the educational community do not make use of national information
services including ERIC, and, indeed, are largely unaware of the existence
of these resources. Some educators, while aware of the existence of ERIC
services and products, do not use them because of misconceptions relating
to their true capabilities and do not exploit them to full advantage.
Training seminars directed to managers of libraries and educational informa-
tion centers, while valuable to center operations, have limited impact upon
the educational community as a whole. To have any significant effect, a
training program must be capable of hitting a substantial part of the user
community. What is really needed are educational programs to teach users
and potential users at all levels about ERIC and related information systems,
their capabilities and limitations, and how to use these resources most
effectively.

The need for education of users of information services has been
recognized for some time. In 1963 the Presidert’'s Science Advisory Committee
recommended that:schools and colleges should develop programs to teach
students how to exploit the literature to fullest advantage. What was needed
then for scientists and technologists is certainly needed today as the number
of educators multiply and educational knowledge and practice increase in-
extension and intension. User education should begin at the uadergraduate
level, with additional research e on the relationship between the
most efficient use of the current knowledge base in education and the develop-
ment of more effective educational programs.

22. More attention needs fo be given to the nrole of Librarians and {ngormation
centern membens in the continuing effonts to make ERIC materials mone giéscbza,

Librarians and information center members are, first, knowledgeable of
ERIC products and services; and, secondly, are important intermediaries’
between -users and ERIC materialg. . There are professional groups in the
American Library Association, including its American Association of School
Librarians Division, the American Society for Information Science, and the
Special Library Association which should be utilized for mobilizing profession-
al librarians in the development of a systematic and widespread program for
increasing the dissemination of information about ERIC.
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Chanter 3

COARACTENTATICS OF TRIC TATRE

Nvervinw
The followving chapter will Aenl rrith the

of T™PTIC nsers and as such it will contain: A

the target populatinns, sampling frame an’ returnszs;

7rneral background information of TINTC Tla~rea;
with the primary profassional rols of TNTO Teors:oA saction Aasl-
ing with tke channels TRIC TTsers emnloy in cataining infarmation:
A1 cention on communication among educaters; a revort on nuklica-

tion record of FRIC Users; a rcnort on the esearch affiliatinon

of TmIC Users: and a report on the outsile rosnonsibi litins nF

{_\F‘

argaet Populations, Semplinsg Frane and Tabtarn

1"

mhe following section of £his ronort was Taviges Fram infar-
mation collacted freom a survew of: or~qa~ization=s Tinraric=a an”
. i r

information centers with TRIC collectinns: ahscribhere bo Lhe

Current Index to Journals in Tducatinn (TTI7); suhscribars to Do-

soarch 1n Fﬁura+10n (RTT); and, indivilual uzors at tho samnled
lasations..

The vopulations, samnling frame, nimber af quentiannaires

raturned and the ovarcentage of roturn~d canskionnaires can e

4\

found in the Apnenlin Volume ITIT, Thapter T mratitls? iethaloloay.
muinl: scan of these data indicate £3at in"ivi-Tial users oan? oxrTar
izations, lirrarics and infaormation conhors rith TRTC collection:s:

cach had apmrorximatelv an 807 raturn of thr ruostionnaires,  The

o esponse to the CUJT and RIT questionnaires was slightly ovar 507,

o o e x
’ 2o
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The 80% r-.arn ¢ T.& <uescicnniaires is guite high and
therefore prcw3 5 a strongor hEase of support for generalizations
back to the target pe ... svior fian doegs the 50% ret:rn. To the
extent that the respest.ve 0% o2 3% of the nonrespondents are
representative (or norre. e »ne..tive; of those responding, the
data collected &nd .. orisd hers zre unbiased estimates of the
population characueriswics &I SRIC Users. However, the similar-

ity or dissimilaricy ancn  he ressondencs and nonrespondents

has not been establiished and therefsre any statements concerning

H

the similarity petwes:: the Two groups would be sheer speculation.
Statistically th= ef{ecct of the missing 20% of the sample pro-
bably does not have sericus conseguences for the present report,

although there is ths psssib

[

iity for misleading interpretation.
Consider the effect of having one out of every five scores miss-
ing. If the missing scoresz are like the obitained scores, then

the estimates can be very precise, but if the missing scores are
systematically different from the obtained scores, then the esti-
mates of population chavactevistics based only on the obtained
scores may be biased. Obkviously, the smaller the percentage of
nonrespondents, the smaller the prohlem of obtaining biased re-
sults. This has minor implications for the samples with 20% of
nonrespondents and major implications for the samples with approx-
imately 50% of nonrespondents. When only one half of the sample
responds there is a possibility that estimates based on the ob-
tained data and the actual population characteristics are not
synonymous. As previcusly stated, there is no way to determine

this similarity or dissimilarity based upon these data.

O
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pretation and generalizations of these data to the sample of
these responding and to the population like these responding;
to the extent that these nonrespondents are similar to the res-
pondents, these results are also valid for those samples and
populations. By proceeding with this conservative interpreta-
tion, one will probably underestimate certain user character-
istics. This section of the report will be written with this
in mind.

General Background Characteristics of ERIC Users

The individual users of ERIC information were asked to
respond to a gquestionnaire dealing with an evaluation of ERIC
products and services (See Appendix Volume ITI). The Sumﬁariza—
tion of part of these data is presented in Table 3A. Table 3A
contains the percentage of ERIC Users responding to the gques-
tionnaire when classified by occupation and primary organization
or institution. Approximately one half of the users (49.3%) were
from colleges or universities, Elementary school personnel com-
prised 14.5% of the surveyed users with the remaining 46% of the
users scattered among the other 11 categories.

This heavy emphasis on ERIC use by persons from colleges
or universities is also documented in the tabulation of persons
that have conducted research (49.6%) and those that have not con-
ducted research (52.2%). All other institutional or organiza-
tional categories show minimal use of the ERIC system with the
possible exception of persons from elementary schools (12.7% and

15.4% for conducted and non-conducted research respectively).

o7



3-4

When considering the criteria of professional publica-
tions the college¢ or university persons again acéount for approx-
imately one half of the ERIC users in the two categories (yes and
no with respect to having publishad). The remaining 12 organiza-
tion or institution categories divide the other percentage among
themselves with no one category hawvwing an outstandingly high per-
éentage. The percentaces Ffrom the classification of conducted re-
search and publication closely paraliel the percentages from the
occupational classification.

It is interesting to note that of the 442 respondents, al-
most 1/3 of them were graduate students (131) and almost 1/4 of
the respondents were teachers (99). Forty~-nine respondents were
administrators, 45 respondents were research and development
personnel and 57 respondents were Library or Instructional re-
sources personnel. More than 50% of the respondents had con-
Jucted research (228) and approximately 1/4 of the respondents
had published professionally (115).

Takhle 3F shows the percentage of ERIC Users class—
ified by current academic degree and current primary institu-
tional or organizational affiliation. Of the 437 respondents, al-
most half of them were persons with a master's degree (212).

About 1/3 of the respondents were persons with a Bachelor's de-
gree {142) and about 1/10 of the respondents had a doctorate de-
greé (48). Over 90% of the réSpondents held one or more ccllege
or university degrees (see Table 3C.). The discrepancy in figures
between Table 3B and Table 3C is caused ¥y missing information

on either one or both of the guestions used to create the data
tables.

"~
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Table 3D presents the breakdown of ERIC Users bv age cate-~
gories. Of the 494 persons in the survey, 35.4% of the respond-
ents were in the 2Z6~35 age range, 22.5% were in the 25 or below
category and 22.5% were in the 36-45 age range. The rema.nincg
18% is distributed in a d@ecreasing amount owver the remaining four
categories. These data are consistent with the information pre-
sentaed above, i.e., the ERIC system is used primarily by recent
college graduates whose primary affiliations are with colleges
and universities. One might hypothesize that the majority of
users are graduate students involved in a research actiwvity.
Table 3E indicates that slightly more than half of the respond-
ents were female (252) and slightly more than 40% of the re-
spondents were male (208); the remaining percentage of persons
failed to respond-to this item.

When asked about professional interest areas, the ERIC
: Users did not respond particularly well. Approximately 1/5 of
the persons filling out the questionnaire did not answer this
question (see Table 3F). The persons that did respond did not
show a particular predisposition to any of the ERIC organiza-

t tional classifications. Rather, the primary interests of the

% ERIC Users seem to be scattered across the possible classifi-

i cations. The Reading (15.6%) and the Library and Information
Services (12.3%) were slightly higher than the other categories
; with respect to the percent of users’ interests. This would
indicate that persons with a wide variety of academic prepara-
tion and interest use the ERIC system rather than persons of

é similar ihterests. This interpretation is also supported in

;

the users’/responses to secondary and tertiary interests. How-
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ever, the data is less compedliing at the secondary and tertiary
interest level .5 there was a nonresponse rate of 37.8% and.Sl.B%
respectively in thne two categories.

Generally, these data suggast that: eslightly more e~
males than males unse the ERIC system; about 90% of the users are
college graduates; most of the users are 35 years of age or less;
about 1/3 are graduate students: about 1,/4 are teachers; over
1/2 of these persons have coaducted research; about 1/4 have pub-
lished; and no acddemic interest group in the educational comm-
unity dominates the use of the ERIC system.

Primary Professional Role of ERIC Users

The data supplied by the individual users of the ERIC sys-
tem was classified by the user's acadamic degree and primary pro-
fessional responsibility. These data can be found in Table 3G.
These data suggest that graduate students (30.5%) and teachers
(21.3%) were the most frequent users of the ERIC system. Also,
approximately 90% of the users have at least attained a bachelor’'s
degree, The data in Table 3H, a one-way classification of the pro-
fessional responsibility of the ERIC Users, supports the inter-
pretation of graduate students and teachers comprising a large
percentage of the users {graduate students 27.9%; teachers 20.7%) .
The remaining 52% of the surveyed users was Scattered across nine
remaining categories.

Table 3I presents the classification of ERIC Users by pri-
mary professional role and age; and, also displays the ciassifi-
cation of ERIC Users by primary professional role and sex; as
previously illustrated, the majority of users were under 35 years
of age and were graduate students or teachers. Slightly more fe-

males (247 than males {(195) used the ERIC system.
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Table 3J displays the cassification of ERIC Users by pri-
mary professional role aﬁd primary vocational association.
Approximately 50% of the users have their primary vocational
association with a college or university. The majority of the
respondents were agair, graduate students and teachers.

Reported Channels Used for O®btaining Information

The responses of individual ERIC Users were classified by
réporting channels used for obtaining information and the rank of
use of these channels. Table 3K displays. this classification.

Of the 494 respondents, 28.8% failed to answer the question of
rank. Of the‘remaining.7l.2%; who did respond, 22.4% indicated
that journal articles were the most important channel of commu-
nication. This was closely followed by oral communication (18.8%)
and abstracting and indexing services (11.7%). Journal articles

2 were chosen as the second highest channel of communication by

22.1% of the ERIC Users. Books and monographs were na 1 as the .

second most important channel by 16.4% of the users. ae re-

; maining percentages were scattered across other variouv : ckannels
i of communications.

% The data for classification of ERIC Users by primary

é channels of communication and primary vocational asscciation can
be found in Table 3L. Approximately one-fourth of the individual
users did not respond to either one or both of these two items.
-Approximately one-half of those responding were primarily asso=-

ciated with colleges or universities. Fifty-one of the 337 re-

pondents had %their primary association with elementary schools.

i e

Journal articles were cited as the primary channel of communica-

tion by 31.2% of the respondents. This was closely followed by
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oral communication, abstracting and indexiﬁg services, and books
and monographs with 25.5%, 17.2%, and 13.1%, respectively.

Tabble 3M presents the classification of ERIC Users by pri-
mary channel of ccmmunication and academic degree. Again,
approximately 1/4 of the users did not respond to one or both of
the items. Of those responding, over 90% held college degrees.
Jourmal articles and oral communication received the greatest
support as the primary channel of communication (30.7% and 27.1%
respectively). Journal articles were heavily relied upon by
doctoral and masters degree persons.

The classification of ERIC Users by primary channels of
communication and age, and primary channels of communication and
‘sex are presented in Table 3N. On the breakdown by age, approx-
imately one-third of each category of users cited jourpal arti-
cles as the primary channel, while oral communication %as cited
by appromimately one-fourth of the 348 respondents. The classi-
fication of these data by sex and primary communication channels
was similar to the age and primary channel classification re-
‘sults, i.e., journal articles and oral communication comprised
the bulk of the .responses with females being slightly higher
than males in both the number and percentage of responses.

Books and monographs a;d abstracting and indexing services are
far behind the reported leaders, but males show greater percen-—
tages than females in these categories. As with other contin-
gency tables dealing with primary channels of communication,
approximately 150 of the persons respending to the gquestionnaire
did not respond to this item. The reppfted results must be

interpreted with this consideration in mind.
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Communication Among Educators

Table 30 presents the classification of ERIC Users by pri-
mary vocational association and the average number of timegkﬁg:
month they are contacted by other educators seeking information
about tbeir current work. Approximately 150 of the respondents
failed to complete this item. Of those who did respond, 34.9%
indicated that they averaged one contact per month; 214.1% indi-
cated that they were contacted two to three times per month;
13.8% indicated that they averaged four to five contacts per
month. The greatest number of these respondents were college
and university associated (163%) and 45% of these persons re-
ported at least one contact per month.

Table 3P presents the classification of ERIC users by
academic degree and the average number of times per month they

é were contacted by other educators about their current work.

The results revealed that as the level of academic preparation

increased, the average number of contacts per month also tended

to increase, e.g., high school diploma and bachelor degree per-

sons indicated minimum numbers of contacts (approximately 50%)

:
i

i

k
¢
B
b
4

and as the number of contacts increased, low percentages re-

it A AL

' sulted whereas advanced degree respondents showed moderate levels
I of the minimum number of contacts with only slight decreases as
the averége”number of contacts per month increased. Approxi-
; mately 150 people failed to respond to this item.

The classification of ERIC Users by the average number of
times per month contacted by other educators seeking information
i regarding current work, and by age and sex can be seen in Table

30. Approximately 140 people did not respond to this item. As
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the age categorizriion increased chronologically there appeared
to he a corresponding increase in the average number of contacts
per month, i.e., older pcrsons tended to have a greater number
of contacts than the vounger resnondents. Males also seemed toc
have a greater number of contacts per month than did females.
Fortv-three and one tenth percent of the females had only one
contact mer month compared with 24.5% of the males having had
only one contact per month. The age categories of 36 to 45,

46 to 55, and 56 to 65 appeared to have the greatest number of
contacts.

Table 3AA presents the classification of FERIC Tllsers by
the average number of times per month the resvondent is con-—
tacted by other educators seeking information related to the
respondent's current work. On this item, 26.9% of the p=arsons
: did not answer. The results indicated 25.7% were contacted
once; there was approximately a 10% contact rate in the other
i four categories. There was obviously a communication flow, at
some level, among educators.

Publication Record of FRRIC Users

Table 3R presents the classification of TFRIC Users by
number of books or papers published during the past five years

and by academic degree. NApproximately 60 persons failed to res-

pond to this item. Of those who did respond, 72.9% have not pub-

lished, 9.9% have published once and 11.2% have published two to

i
s
i
4.
i
i
o
.
3

five times. Persons with doctoral degrees have published most
frequently with 32.7% of them publishing two to five times. Ns the
academic preparation (degree level) increcased, there was a

tendency for an increased number of publications.

Table 3S presents the classification of ¥RIC Users by

P
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the numher of hooks or papers puhlishe? Auring the past five
vears and by primary vocational association. There were anproxi-
mately 60 users who failed to ruespond to this item. T1hen cate-
gorized in this fashion, pubiication is Aderived largely from four
sources, the largest source being college and university personncl.
The other three scurces were personnel from state departments of
education, regional educational laboratories and research and
dewvelopment centers. Less than 4% of the users had six or more
publications.
The classification of ERIC Users hy mumber of hooks of
papers published in the past five years and users aqe and sex
can be seen in Table 3T. Approximately 50 persons failed to
respond to this item. As the age chronologically increased,
the number of publications tended to increase. 'ales had a
much greater rate of publication than Aid females, i.e., B85.7%
of the female users had not published in the past five veAars
whereas 57.5% of the male users had not published in that tinme.
Table 3% displays the classification of TPIT Users by
the number of bhooks or paﬁers published within the last five
vears. Of the 4924 respondents, only 3.1% failed to answer this
question, but 67.6% of the respondents have not puhlished +within
the last five vears; 8.9% have one publication and 10.1% have

2-5 publications. All other categories have percentages less than

Resecarch Affiliation

mahle 3U presents the classification of WNIC Users Yy ro-
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search conducted «r participated in during the past five years

and by primary vocational association. approximately 90 persons
failed to respond to this item. 0f those who did respond, 44.4%
reported some research affiliation during the past five vears.
State department of educational personncl (9) reported no research

affiliation within the past five years while pre-school teaching

/
/

personnel reported a 71.4% research affiliation in that same time.
The other categories are distributed somewhere hketween these two
extremes.

Table 3V displays the classification of ERIC Users by re-
search affiliation within the past five years and by academic
degree. With an increase in the academic preparation (higher
Adegrees attained) of those pexsons responding (approximately 85
persons failed to respond to this item) there tended to be an in-
crease in the individual's research affiliation.

The research affiliation of persons with a high school
diploma was 13.3% (the low percentage) ; persons with a doctorate
reported a 75.0% affiliation with research. All other categories
were between the two extremes.

Table 3W presents the classification of ERIC Users by re-
scarch affiliation and by user age and sex. Approximately 74 per-—
sons did not respond to these items. Of the persons responding,
the distribution across age levels tended to be fairly flat, with
the possible exception of persons under 25, i.e., age did not seem
to make much difference with respect to research affiliationm.

However, there was a difference in the scx and research affilia-
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tions of the users. *ore than half of the male respondents
(Sﬁ.lﬁ) had research affiliations within the last five vears, but
onlv 37.9% of the females had research atfiliations within the
last five years.

Table 3¥ presents the clansification of TPIT Users 777 use

of Pesecarch in nNducation during 1970 and the users acadamic de-

roce. npbroximately 140 persons Aid nnt resnond to these item:

Q

¥
»

0f those versons responding, 65.9% indicated that they saarcha?
past issues or volunmes to locate specific information, while
17.2% indicated reading or scanning each issue for curraont Aawaro-
ness. Eight point three percent reportad nsing hoth metho’s and
2.6% rororted they never used this sourc~ of information. Thare
dors not appear to he anything strikinjy abnut the use Or nonnse

of

t

his source across the various levels of acadsmic degreo.

Table 3Y indicates the classification of RRIC Users by
rescarch affiliation within the last five vears. Of the 424
respondents 43.4°% reported having been affiliated with a ro-
aanrch project within the last five years; 38.5% reported nno re-
saarch affiliation within the last five yeoars and 13.2% Aid not
answer the gquestion.

Nutside Responsihilities. of TRIC Users

when dichotomously classified by responsihilities hevond
their orimary vocational association (outside responsibhilitiaes),
332 of the 436 persons responding to this item renlied affirma-
tively (see Tahle 33PR). There dopes not appaar to bz any sinmgle
vocational category glaringly exceeading the other catcagories in

nercentage of "yes responses, i.»2., the distribution of Yyeaz"

&7
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responses was flat across the vocational categories.

According to Table 3CC., classification of ERIC Users by
outside professional responsibilities and academic degree level,
persons with degrees beyond the bachelors (592.0%, 22%, 56%, and
42%) had greater outside responsihilities than versons with a
bachelor's degree or less (10% and 15%). There were.approximately
55 persons who did not respond to this item. Of those persons
responding and holding a master's or doctoral degree, more than
502 had outside responsibilities.

The data in Table 3DD, the classification of IRIC Users
by outside professional responsibilities and by sex and age,
indicated a relationship betveen age and outside responsibilities,

i.e., with an increase in chronological age there terded to he an

increase in the percentage of ="  profecssional responsibilities.

The relationship was not -r soucl it was strong. ™*1lso0,
males ténded to have more outside responsibilities than females
(43.1% to 26.1% respectively).

Table 3EE, the classification of ERIC Users by outside
professional responsiblities indicated that of the 494 respond-
ents, 7.5% failed to respond to the question. Thirty-one percent
of the respondents indicated an outside professional responsi-
bility while 61.5% indicated on outside professional résponsi—
bility. Thus about one—tﬁird of the surveyed FRIC Users have

outside professional responsibilities.
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TABLE 3C

ACADEMTC DEGREES HELD BY ERTC USERS

Degree Level Percent _n
High School Diploma 4.0 (=20)
Bachelor's 30.6 (151)
Master's 46.2 (228)
Specialist's ' 2.0 (10)
Doctorate 9.9 (49)
Other 1.4 (7
No Response 5.9 (28)

Totals 100.0 (493)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
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TABLE 3D

AGE GROUP CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS

25 or Below
26 - 35
36 - 45
46 -~ 55
56 - 65
Over 65

No Response

Male
Female

No Responsz

TABLE 3E

SEX CLASSIFICATION OF

Percent Number
22.5 111
35.4 - 175
22.5 111
12.6 ' 62

2.4 12

.6 3

2.0 20
N = 494

ERIC USERS
Percent Number
42.1 208
51.0 252
6.9 34
N = 494

Sources Individual User Questionnaire
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TABLE 3F

ERIC USERS!'
AREAS OF PROFESSIONAL INTEREST
IN FIELDS OF EDUCATION

AS RELATED TO ERIC CLEARINGHOUSES
Clearinghouse Interest
Organizatijons Primary Secondary Tertiary
b4 N % N X N
Adult Education 1.8 9 1.2 6 1.2 6
Counseling and Personnel Services
2.6 13 2.0 10 1.4 7
Disadvantaged 5.3 26 5.1 25 6.1 30
Early Childhood Education 4.9 24 5.7 28 4.9 24
Educational Administration 8.3 41 3.8 19 2.4 12
Education Media and Technology 3.4 15 3.6 18 2.2 11
Exceptional Children 3.4 17 1.8 9 2.6 13
Higher Education 3.8 19 3.4 17 3.0 15
Junior Colleges .8 4 2.4 12 1.6 8
Library and Information
Services 12.3 61 3.0 15 1.0 5
Linguistics .6 3 3.8 19 2.2 11
Reading ' 15.6 77 7.3 36 2.0 10
Rural Education and Small
Schools .8 4 .8 4 1.2 6
Science and Mathematics
ducation 2.2 Il .6 3 1.0 5
Social Sicence Education 1.2 6 1.8 9 2.0 10
Teacher Education 3.8 i9 9.1 45 7.7 38
Teaching of English 2.2 I3 1.8 9 1.8 9
Teaching of Foreign Languages 1.2 6 .6 3 .2 1
Tests, Measurement, and
Tvaluation 1.6 8 3.8 19 3.4 17
Vocaﬁiona} and Technical
mducation , 3.2 16 .6 3 .8 4
‘No Response 21.0 104 37.8 185 52.3 252
100.0 494

100.0 494 100.0 494

CSource: Individual User Questionnaire . -
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CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY PRIMARY

TABLE 3H

Professional Role

Administration or
Supervision

Teaching
Pupil Personnel
Services
Research and Development
Library or Instructional
Resources
Consulting
Undergraduate Student
Graduate Student

Other

No lesponse

Totals

PR OFESSIONAL ROLE _

Primarz
pA N

10.9 (54)

20.7 (102)

.8 (4)
9.3 (46)
11.9 (59
) (16)
4.9 (24)

27.9 (138)

4.5 . (22)

5.9 (29)

100.0 (494)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

‘7S

Secondary
% N
2.7 (13)
5.6 (27)
A (2)
4.4 (21)
2.1 (D
1.4 (7)
1.4 (7)
17.3 (85)
1.6 (8)
63.1 (312)
100.0 (483)
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TABLE 2K

CLASSIFICATION OF INDIVIDUAL USERS' CHANNELS FOR OBTAINING
INFORMATICN AND RANK OF THE CHANNELS

Rank

Channels of Primary Secondary Tertiary

Communication % N % N % N

Oral Communication i8.8 (93) 9.7 (48) 10.1 (50)

Journal Articles 22.4  (110) 22.1 (109) 12.2 (60)

Books and Monographs 9.5 (47) 16.4 (81) 11.4 (56)
: Reports 1.8 (9 4.5 (22) 9.5 (47)
Abstracting and Indexing
Services 11.7 (58) 5.5 (27) 7.5 (37)
Professicnal Meetings 3.8 (19) 7.3 (36) 6.3 (31)
! Correspondence/Reprints 1.0 (5 2.2 (11D 3.6 (18)
E Other 2.2 (11) .6 (3 .2 (1)
i No Response 28.8 (142) 31.7 (156) 39.2 (193)
| Totals 100.0 (494) 100.0 (493) 100.0 (493)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
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TAEBELE 30

CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY AVERAGE NUMBER QF TIML-
PER MONTH CONTACTED BY OTHER EDUCATORS SEEKING INF CAs A~
TION ABOUT CURRENT WORK AND PRIMAPY VOCATICGMAT, ASSCU-ATION

Primary

ASsociation 1 2-3  4-5 6-10 1i-1, 16-20

Preschool 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 0.0% . 0% 16.7%
Elementary 42.2 15.6 4.4 8.9 0.4 11.1
Secondary 28.0 17.9 25.0 14.3 ©.0- 7.1

College or
University 45.0 11.3 14.2 10.1 il 5.5

State Dept. of
Education 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.C 10.0

Regional Educa-
tional Labor-
atory 26.0 16.0 24.0 4.0 4.0 16.GC

Research and
Development
Center 0.0 14.3 42.9 28.6 0.0 14.3

Professional
Organization --—- —_— ———— —_— — —————

Office of Educa-
tion Regional

16.0

10692

10

20

JCE

" 007

.100.7

19057

Office

Other Federal
Agency 28.6 28.6 0.0 0.0 2.0 28.z

Local or Regicnal
Information
Center —

Business or
Industry —_— —_——— — _— - —_— —_—

Other 17.1 _17.1 7.3 9.8 7.3 _22

14.3

19.%

Overall 34.9 14.1 13.8 9.8 20 10.°

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
*Where N <5, calculations have been omitted.
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TABLE "o

QLASSIFICATION OF ZRIC USERS BY NI 4BER QF BOOKS Cn 242ERS
PUBLISHED IN THE Z£ST EIVE YEARS AND ACADEMIC DEGE ZE

T ———

More

Academic Than  Cannot

Degree None 1 2-5 6~14 10  Estimate I

High School

Piploma 87.5% 0.0% 5.37% 6.33% -.0%& 0.0Z ez (16)

Bachelor's 91.8 4.8 2.1 - .7 0.0 1C07 «(146)

Master's 69.4 14.4 12.4 1.4 .5 1.9 1mo7 (209)

Specialist's 55.6 0.0 22.2 11.1 0.0 11.1 1% (9)

Doctorate 28.6 12.2 32.7 6.1 12.2 8.2 150%  (49)

Other 85.7 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 10C% (7)

Overall © 72,9 9.9 11.2 2.1 1.8 2.1 “107Z {436)

Source: Individual Use=r Questionnaire

&




TABLE 38

C LASSIRICATION QF E-AC USERS BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OR PADLRS
TUBLISEED DURING T2F PAST FIVE YEARS AND PRIMARY VOCATIONAT,
ASS Y
ZrimeTy Over No
=reschonl 100..0% 0.0%Z 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0Z2 1c0%  (7)
Elementzry 91./ 3.3 3.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 100% (60)
Secondizry 8G. 7. 6.5 9.7 3.2 0.0 0.0 100Z €31)
CZollege oxr Tniversity 69.1 13.6. 17 .7 .9 3.3 2.3 100% (Z214)
State Depsimeari
of Eduzr=rion 66." 8.3 1s.7 8.3 0.0 0.0 100% (12)
Regional Edmcational
Laboratosy 57.- 3.6 35.° 3.6 0.0 G.0 i00% (28)
Research zmi Develop-
ment Ceniter 61.5 30.8 7.7 0.0 0.0 6.0 100% (13D
Professsiomal ,

Orgamization ()=

0 Ece of Educztion
Regioazl Office ——  ——= (3)F

Other Fedexal Agency 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 12.5 :W0Z (8)

Lwcaal or Fmgiomal

Imformemtion Cent=r (2)*
Husitness or Indusizr )+ j
Othe— 755 6.1 12.2 4.1 0.0 4.1 100% (49)

Overall TF.3 9.7 1l.- 1.9 1.9 1.9  100% (431)

Source: Imdividual User Juestionnaire

*ihere N5, czlculatimns have been omitzad.
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TABLE 3U

CLASSIFICA TION QO ERIC USERS BY RESEARCH AFFILIATION DURING
THE PAST FIVE YEARS AND PRIMARY VOCATIONAT ASSCQCTATION

e

Primary

Association Yes No i3y
Preschool 71.4% 28.6% 100% 7>
Elementary 49.1 50.9 100% (57)
Secondary 40.6 59.4 100% (32)
College or University 45.7 54.3 100% (208)

State Departmeni of
Education 0.0 100.0 1007 (9}

R=search and Develop-
ment Center 69.2 30.8 1m0% (13)

Regional Edmcatiomal
Laboratoxry 60.0 40.0 I00% (25)

Professionzl Crgam-
ization —_— - —— @)*

Office of Fdnc ation

Regional Of:’ice — -— - (4)* -:
; Other Federal Agency 40.0 60.0 100%  (5)
i Local or Regional
Information Center —_— - — (2)* ’

i Business or Industry _— -— -_— (1)* ‘
| Otner 26.1 73.9 100%  (46)
Cverall AN 55.6 100% (410) ) '

Source: Imdividual User Questionnaire |

‘ *Where N« 5, calculations have been omitted.




TABLE 3V

LA ICATION OF ERIC USERS BY RESEARCH AFFILIATION WITHIN

THE_PAST FIVE YEARS AND ACADEMIC DREGREFE

Academic
Degree Yes No N _
High School

Diploma 13.3% 86.7% 1007 (15)
Bachelor's 28.2 71.8 1007 (142)
Master's 52.5 47.5 100% (200)
Specialist's 50.0 50.0 100% (8)
Doctorate 75.90 25.0 100% (44)
Other 33.3 66.7 100% (6)
Overall 44.8 55.2 100% (415)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire




TABLE 3W

C LASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY RESEARCH AFFILIATION WITHIN.
THE PAST EIVE YEARS, AGE AND SEX

Yes No N
Age
j 25 or below ‘ 34.7% 65.3% 100% (98)
; 26-35 49.1 50.9 100% (161)
g 36-45 45.5 54.5 100% (99)
i 46-55 47.3 52.7 100% (55)
g 56-65 45.5 54.5 100% (11)
Over 65 —~—— - —-——  (2)*
é Overall 4.4 55.6 100% (426)
Sex ;
Male 52.1 47.9 100% (188) ;
Female 37.9 52.1 100% (224) %

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

*Where N<5, calculations have been omitted.
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TABLE 3Y

CLASSIFTCATION OF ERIC USERS BY RESEARCH AFFILTATION

WITHIN PAST FIVE YEARS

Percent

Yes 4L8.4

No 38.5

No Response 13.2

100.0

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

Q2
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TABLE 32

CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OR PAPERS
PURLISHED WITHIN THE T.AST FIVE YRARS

% Percent (M)
% Frequency
None 67.6 334
%f 1 8.9 44
2-5 ' 10.1 50
% 6~10 1.8 9
g 10+ 1.6 : 8
% No Number Given 1.8 9
No Response 8.1 40

100.0 494

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
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TABLE 3AA

CLASSTFICATION OF ERIC USERS.BY AVERAGE NOMBER.OF TIMES
RESPONDENT IS CONTACTED BY OTHER EDUGCATORS SEEKING
TNFORMATION RELATED TO RESPONDENTS CURRENT WORK

Frequency
1 ‘ 25.7 127
2-3 10.7 53
§ 4=5 9.9 49
6-10 7.3 36
11-20 9.1 45

21 + 10.4 51

AR St e BT T

No Response 26.9 133

100.0 494,

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
3

4

Percent (m



TABLE 3BB

C LASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY QUTSIDE RESPONSIBILTTIES
_AND PRIMAR™ VOCATIONAL ASSOCIATION

Primary T
Association Yes No N
Preschool 33.3% 66.7% 1007 (¢,
Elementary 23.3 76.7 100% 60>
Secondary 34.4 65.6 100% (32)
|
College or University 29.8 70.2 100% (218)
9 State Department
& of Education - 42.9 57.1. 100%Z (14)
Regional Educational
Laboratory 29.6 70.4 . 100% (27)
Research and Develop-
ment Center 50.0 50.0 100% (12)
Professional Organi-
zation - - — (3)*
: Office of Education ,
; Regional Office —— — — (4)*
L Other Federal Agency 25.0 75.0 100%  (8)
L Local or Regional
? Information Center - - - (2)*
E Business or Industry e - — (1L)*
L Other 42.9 57.1 100%  (49)
o
g Overall 33.0 67.0 100% (436)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

*Where N<5, calculations have been omitted.




TABLE 3CC

CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY QUTSIDE PROFESSIONAT,
RESPONSIBILITIES AND_ACAIQEM IC DEGREEFE

Yes No, (M)
Academic
Degree
}_ High School
Diploma 10.5% 88.5% 100% (19)
% Bachelor's 15.9 84.1 100%(145)
Master's 59.0 1.0 100% (212)
Specialist's 22.2 77.8 1003 (9)
| Doctorate 56.2 43.8 100% (48)
Other 42.8 57.2 100% (7)
Overall 33.9 66.1 100% (440)

e i

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
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TABLE 3DD

C LASSIFICATION OF ERIC USER S BY DU _3IDE RESPONSIBILITIES

JQNIKJIEEH&SLBX'é&lE;AﬁU)EﬂiZL

Yes Yo &

Age
25 or below 17.0 83.0 100% (106)
26-~35 31.6 68 .4 100% (168)
36-45 60.4 39.8 100% (106)
46-55 Lh.1 55.9 100% (59)
56-65 83.3 16.7 1004 (12)
Over 65 — —— — (3)%

Overall 33.3 66.7 100% (454)
Sex
Male 43.1 56.9 100% (195)
Female 26.1 73.9 100% (241)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
% Where N¢5, calculations have been omitted



TABLE 3EE

CLASSIFICATI J OF ERTC USERS BY QUTSIDE PROFESSTONAL

RESPONSIBILITIES
Percent _(
Yes - 31.0 304
No 61.5 3C4
No Response 7.5 37
100.0 494,

§
!
§
¥

Socurce: Individual User Queétionnaire
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PRTMARY ASSOCIATICN OF TNDIVIDUAT, USER RESPONDENT

TLELE 3FF

Primary
Associatian

Pre-School

Elementary School
Secondary School

College or University
State Dept. of Education

Regional Educational
Laboratory

Research and
Development Center

Professional Organization

Office of Educational
Regional Office

Other Federal Agency

Local or Regional
Information Center

Business or Industry
Other

No Response

1.4
“13.2
7.1
45.3
2.8

5.7

8.2

100.0%

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

4§

35

224

28

13

49
49

494
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4-1
chapter 4
Section A

DOCUMENTS ACQUIRED AND PROCESSED

Making documents available requires, first,that they be
identified, located, and then physically acquired. Second,
decisions must be made regarding their guality, significance,
or relevance to education,. Third, documents selected for dis-
semination must be preocessed; this step includes recording
identifying information about the document (cataloging it),
preparing an abstract, assigning index terms, and transferring
all of this information to computer storage. Fourth, this
information about the document must be announced to potential
users by some effective means, e.g. through a bulletin such as
Research in Edugation. Finally, the entire document must be re-
produced for delivery upon demand.

The material predented in this chapter has been organized
to demonstrate the extent to which ERIC is meeting its first
objective; to make significant but previously unavailable
documents easily available to the educational community.

Frior to the development of ERIC, over 1500 reports
representing over 75 million dollars worth of R & D invest-
ments had been received by the Office of Education. Unfortu-
nately, though, copies of most were extremely difficult to
obtain, if not completely unavailable. Copies received were
made available as long as they lasted; some were lost or dis-
carded in office moves. The same was true of many important
papers presented at conferences and reports released by uni-

versity research centers, foundations, professional organi-

ST REHERE S




zations, state and local agencies, and other educational groups.
Much current, significant, and useful information circulated
among various "in-groups," or "invisible colleges" of special-
ists, but much of this information was never available to large
segments of the educational community; little information
filtered out from the original researchers to educators, de-
cisions-makers, and practitioners.
In order to accomplish its first goal, ERIC developed
a three-part strategy:
Establishing clearinghouses where there already were im-
pressive collections of documents or where work groups had
demonstrated their potential for acquiring appropriate

reports in a given field or topical area of education.

Developing a centralized acquisition effort through Central
ERIC for collecting documents from government agencies
and other large producers of educational reports, such as

NEA or state educational agencies.

Finally, encouraging clearinghouses to develop complemen-—
tary networks for acquiring documents from the many di-
verse but smaller~scale producers of reports such as indi-
viduals at colleges and universities, research centers, and
various groups with which the clearinghouse directors have

1
recurring relationships.

lMaterial in this section draws on Lee G. Burchinal,
"Development of ERIC; June.1968," Washington, Office of
Education, 1968, pp. 8-9.
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Review of Document Selection Criteria of ERIC Clearinghouses

Basic to an evaluation of RIE and the ERIC document dis-
semination program is identification of seleeticn criteria
employed by the clearinghouses. The relevance and quality of
input, of course, strongly affect the degree of user satisfac—
tion and the impact on users of ERIC services. and products.

At the request of members of the ERIC Advisory Panels for
information on how documents are selected either for aécession
into the ERIC system or retention in clearinghouse collection,
an assessment was undertaken of the document—selection criteria
prepared and followed by the twenty ERIC clearinghouses. Al-
though criteria varies from clearinghouse to clearinghouse a high
degree of uniformity exists. For purposes of review, specific
selection criteria have been clustered under general headings,
which appear frequently across all the responses. The follow-
ing list illustrates the principal elements which guide ERIC

learinghouses in their document evaluation and selection.

Scope or_ Relevance

Does the document concern the field of interest of the learing-
house in gquestion?

Is the document of local interest that cannot be generalized?
Is it concerned with emerging interests and trends?

Is the document concerned with knowledge from other disciplines
which is applicable to the field?

Does the document provide impetus for further research or action?

Can the document serve as a guide for persons and organizations
in similar situations? '

- 103



Does it suggest new areas of research or present new hypotheses?
Does it help organize some topic area?

Does it serve as a significant record of a field's histori-
cal development?

Is the nature of the design appropriate?

Is the sampling procedure fitting?

Are the conclusions valid and the data reliable?
Can the study be replicated?

Are the implications generalized?

Does the document present a new treatment, idea, oOr application?

Does it describe an old treatment, idea,or application in a
new framework? ' .

Does it employ newly discovered data or new data-gathering
instruments?

Does it offer a fresh viewpoint or a substantial and comprehen-
sive summary of current viewpoints?

— — i - —— w— man D evs

Has this document been written since 19662

If written between 1966 and 1970, is it of outstanding
importance?

If written before 1960, can it be termed a "landmark" study?

Does this document meet the interest and needs of given audience .
target areas. as evidenced by frequently repeated demands from users:

— m o e S e meem —— e an en  cmas e mme .

Is the topic presénted with clarity, vigor)and in particularly mean-g
ingful terms?

404




4-5

Does the document contain high information content per page?

Is the description thorough? Methodology explicit? Re-
ferences included? Are adequate figures and tables included?

Is the document form adequate to be reporduced via
HC or MF?

Is re—-typing warranted by the outstanding guality of the content?

— o — o . T e —— —— e e .

It is assumed that much good material remains unpublished or
published only locally with limited distribution.

ERIC exists to make high quality matekxial widely available as soon
as possible.

— | e e w8 m —— —

Some authors and some sponsoring organizations have so consistly
: contributed to the field that anything they produce merits atten-
: tion.
Bureau of Research Reports f£from OE are included.

"Must Expedite" documents deemed important by Central ERIC
are included.

) It should be noted also that, even given these strict
criteria,each .learinghouse is also limited by informal agree-
ment with Central ERIC (but sometimes waived) to a total of
approximately fifty documents added each month. Clearly the
emphasis is on strigt application of criteria to obtain material

of high quality for eventual inclusion in ERIC.

General Growth in Document Collection and Indexes

The success of ERIC's basic strategy is cle:rly reflected
in Table 4A.l. The total size of the ERIC c¢ollaction has grown

from an initial 1,746 documents (Catalog of Selected Documents

| on the Disadvantaged) in 1965 to 95,400 projected by the end

ERIC of 1971.
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Figure 4A.2 shows the total number of documents received,
solicited and unsolicited. From January, 1969, to June, 1971, the
number of solicited and unsolicited documents received by
clearinghouses was relatively constant. The lowest combined
total occurred during the period July-December, 1969, when slightly
over 14,000 documents were received. The record of document
acquisitions indicates that the clearinghouses processed an in-
creasing number of solicited documents over the period 1969-71
compared to the number of unsolicited. This trend is notice-
able over the entire period, and the transition to a higher
proportion of solicited rather than unsolicited documents
occurred early in 1970. This relative, pronortional index is
accompanied by a decreasins abzolute number of unsolircited Aoc-—
uments. It would appear that after initial start-up LRIC
clearinghouses became increasingly more adept at solicitation
of specific materials afterlan jnitial spurt of unsolicited
materials in the early stages of the development of FRIC.

The number of documents processed for RIE and local files
is shown in Figure 4A.3. There was a steady but small (unéerv
‘1000 processed documents) growth in the number of documents pro-
cessed for RIN over the entire pericd from .January, 1969, to June,
1971. mThis seems reasonable in light of input restrictions for
clearinghouse processing established by Central TRIC. This
trend was affected by a minor regression during July-December,
1969. Concurrently, the number of documents processcd for local
files was almost jidentical to the number prqcessed for RIE dur-

ing the first year and a half. Aafter June of 19270, however, therc

1306
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was a noticeably sharp decrease in number of documents processed
for local files.z This trend, ending with the last data col-
lected, shows a decrease of two-thirds in the number of docu-
ments processed for local files. The combined data in this
table show a deceease in the overall number of documents pro=-
cessed for RIE and for local files while representing a decrease
in unsolicited documents and an increase in solicited documents.

. With respect to the number of jburnaI articles indexed in
CIJE (see Figure 4A.4), there is a marked, constantly increasing
number of journal articles indexed over the time period January,
1969, to June, 1971. The total number of indexed articles doubled
(from approximately 3500 to over 7000) during this period, show-
ing a substantial growth in identification of relevant journal
articles.

In sum, these four figures (4A.1-4) have provided the
following information:

Substantial growth in ERIC's total collection.

A trend toward more sclicited than unsolicited documents

between July, 1969, ‘and June, 1971.

A constant and slightly increasing number of documents

processea for RIE accompanied by a sharo decline in the

number of documents proceésed for local files,

A sharp increase in the number of journal articles indexed

during the overall period.

20E has since discouraged the maintenance of Xocal files,

Oy
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

It was suggested in 19683 that Central RRIC and clearinghonse ac-—
quisition efforts were expected to net up to 24,0n0 unpublizhead
documents annually. Clearly the TRIC system has met that aoal.
The site interviewers asked fheir informants whether or not
they felt RERIC was fulfilling the task of mak%Xing documents avail-
able to educatavrs and researchers. One clearinghouse respon-
dent thought ERIC was more an archive than a used collection; one
reason given for this helief was the apparent limitation to
research documents. Several respondents expresszed the need for
an index which included a wider range of resource materials than
unpublished research documents. ©Others felt the nead for in-—
cluding pertinent, if somewhat older, Adocuments. 0Other responients
nointed out the difficulty and delay in agetting material from
MRS {(a comment also made by panelists). *any cited documents
were found to bhe unavailable, and some resrondents could not
understand wiay such documents continue to he listed in NIT. Other
respondents suggested that RII as the princinal announcenent
mechanism is frecuently not readilv available to users with tha
result that FRIC documents listed therein are not easily avail-
able. .
In summary, site visits piroduced three primary reasons

for perceived lack of use of documents.

3
Lee G. Burchinal, "FTvaluation of "I, 1928R," "ashinagton,
"MewW, October, 1968, (FD 020 449)
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1. f,ack of awarenmss of TRIT Aand its funcotinn.

2. Too many materials of low suality and low wtilise
included.

3. Lack of availabilitv of 3ome listad materials.

The figqures presentmd ahove were drawvn from clearinghoun-

narterly recoris. The information inai
k P4

0

ates that the svystan

ner se is working as intended: documents from many sources are

being acquired, screenad, selected, announced, reonroduced, and

madc available. The site data, however, indicatad somn ques-

tion about whether or not availahility also leads to =Ffactive
' use. 7nswering this question i=s, of course, a nrincinal ohiectivn
: of this study. The sections which follow Jdraw largelv on the.
é tquestionnaire survey of indivdual users and indicates resnon’ents’
¢ employment of and satisfaction with wvarious pnarts of the »ARIC
v
5 system.
r
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Figure 4A.2

NUMBELR OF DOCUMENTS RUICEIVED BY CLEARINGHOUSELS
Solicited and Unsolicited

12,000 -
11,000 -
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Figure 4A.3

NUMBER_OF DOCUMENTS PROCESSED
FOR RIE AND FOR LOCAL FILES

12,000 -
11,000 -
10,000 -
9,000
8,000
7,000 -
6,000 < ,A g
5,000 o = - S

4,000 = ~.

3,000 o BN

2,000 "

1,000

1 1 1 1 1

Jan-June July-Dec Jan-June July--Dec  Jan-June
1969 1970 1971

RIE

P ®

Local files

Source: Clesringhouse Quarterly Reports

112



Figure 4A.4

NUMBER OF JOURKAL ARTICLES TMDEARD IN
CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS IN EDUCATION
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4-10
Section B

MICROFIGHE AND HARD COPY

Microfiche and hard copy are the forms in which ERIC
documents are made avail;ble to the public. A Microfiche (MF)
is a 4"x6" sheet of microfilm on which up toc 70 pages of text
are reproduced. This form of reproduction is widely used among
Federal agencies distributing research and other reports. Hard
copy (HC) refers to reproduction of the document on paper at
the original size. The basic cost of microfiche is $0.65 for
individual documents regardless of size. For hard copy, there is
a pricing schedule beginning at $3.29 for the first 100 pages
with step increases of the same amount for each additional 100
pages.

Monthly standing orders for microfiche copies of all

ERIC reports announced in each issue of Research in Education

(RIE) average $120 per month, at the reduced rate of $0.089
per microfiche. Complete hicrofiche orders for the special
collections are also available at cost savings.

The data presented heretofore pertain to acquisition of
documents for the ERIC system. Data on distkibution of micro-
fiche and hard copy, by contrast provide some measure of basic
use of and satisfaction with the principal products of the ERIC
system. Tables 4B.1 and 4B.2, drawn from EDRS sales and distri-
bution records, cross-tabulate sales of documents cited in RIE
during various time periods with the various categories of pur-
chasers.

The number of standing orders for ERIC microfiche showed

over a 300% gain from June, 1968, to June, 1971. (Table 4B.1l).
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Higher education did the bulk of the ordering (around 70%)
over the entire time period. Although lgcal schools increased
their collections in absolute numbers, their proportion of
orders declined from 14% to 5%; similarly, state agencies
increased their number of collections three-fpid, but barely
maintained their proportion of orders at 8%. Other agencies
increased their overall orders by about 10% during this same
period. These data correspond with other data (see Table 4C.2)
which shows that the heaviest use of the Thesaurus with RIE
was among people whose occupational positions were most likely
in higher education or university settings.

Individual or "demand" orders for microfiche from EDRS
(Takle 4B.2) showed a substantial increase for 1970 over the
previous year. This one-year period accounted for a growth in
microfiche orders of over 50%. Over half of the total orders
continued to come from higher educational institutions, with an
increase of 42% in 1970 over 1969. Local schools, (with 15,000)
and individuals (with 6,000) accounted for the next highest
totali purchases of microfiche, with gains in 1970 of 36% and
72% respectiveiy. Commerical organizaiions accounted for a sig-
nificant increzse of 124% on a base of 4,000 copies. State
agehcies (-5%) and the general public (-46%) were the oniy
categories reporting a decline in 1970. It should be noted in
both cases, however, the declines were registered against rela-
tively small numerical totals. Similarly, the largest percent

gain (486%) occurred in Regional Education Laboratories and
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R & D Centers with a total purchase in 1970 of about 1100
microfiche. Finallyr evidence of increasing foreiqgn interest in
U.S. educational developments was reflected in an increase of
129%, reaching 6,000 microfiche in 1970.

Table 4B.3 cross—-tabulates user categories with frequency of
microfiche use during 1970. Among individual ERIC users, microfich
was ‘heavily exploited. Over 80% of these persons reported using
the microfiche cagability at least 1-10 times per yvear. Further,
48% of respondent users took advantage of the system by using
more than 11 microfiche titles during the year. The heaviest
claimed use was by Research and Deveiopment Center personnel
(90.2%) and by individual consultants (100%) who reported using
2t least 1-10 gitles per year. Other occupational groups that
used microfiche heavily were administration (20%) and teaching
personnel (85.6%). Graduate (74.5%) and undergraduate (55%)
students weported less frequent but still very‘substantial use
of microfiche, Following the pattern that seems to occur frequentl
with use of ERIC services, there was no statistically vaild
difference in microfiche use between males and females. Those
involved with current researcﬁ (90%) tenaed to use microfiche
more than fhose not so involved (76%). Finally, those who had
published recently (22%) also tended to use microfiche more
than non-publishing users (79%).

Table 4B.4 estimates, f§r the various educational organi-—
zations, the average number of people whoé usad microfiche in a
typical week. Given ﬁhat researchers and‘professional persons

involved in publishing are heavy users of microfiche (Table 4B.3)
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it follows (see Table 4B.4) that the number of people who are esti-
mated to use-miéfofiche each week at colleges and universities

is far greater thah that in any other organization, since most
educational research and authorship takes place among university
faculty. It should be noted as well that the simple concentration of
people at a single college campus is very high; thus the potential
number of ERIC users is increased by population alone. Regional
Educational Laboratories and R & D Centers generally have some
close contact with a university campus, thereby having the
university's influence to increase its number of users as well.
These data most likely reflect this simple demographic fact of
life.

Other data in this table tend to conflict with some of the

4earlier findings.® Data in Table 4B.3 show that %0% and 85% of
administrators and teachers respectively use microfiche heavily
during the year. However, Table 4B.4 estimates that only 2.8
people per week tend to use micrefiche at a secondary school,

and only 9.8 of state department personnel {(some of whom must be
classified administrators) use it. (A cautionary note: Table

4B.3 reflects a broad sample of individual users with a sizeable
representation of administrators and teachers (150), whereas the
organization sample included no elementary and only 2 secondary
schools reporting estimates).

TAble 4B.5 cross-~classifies users by occupation with the

purpose for which they used microfiche. The four heaviest classes
of users (see Table 4B.3) had a variety of purposes for using

microfiche. Administrators used it first for research
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projects, second for keeping abreast in their fields. Thav also
used it heavily for assignments and term papers (presumahlv fcor
work on advanced degrees) and for program improvemant. Tecachers
reported frequent use of microfiche for rescarch projects, assign-
ments and term papers, keeping akreast in a ﬁield, and sveech,
report, article pfeparation in that order. T & D personnel
again used it primarily for rescarch but also to kecp abreast

in their fields. Finally, consultants used microfiche for cur-
riculum development first, and egually as much for program
improvement and speech or article prevaration second. As might
be expected, overall, those reporting having conducted rescarch
used microfiche more heavily than non-research respondents.

Table 4B.6 evaluates microfiche in terms of its useful-
ness. Overall it can be seen that, of those who have used micro-
fiche, only a small percentage found it of little value (.5%) .
The research and publication variables do not produce any signi-
ficant distinctions in usefulness rating among users although,
as has been shown before {(Table 4Rr.3), researchers and publish-
@rs actually use it more than non-researchers and non-publishers.
Across occupations, if we exclude one cateqgory where M5, uscers
overall found the microfiche capability very useful (h2.5%) .
Obviously, if we excluded the parcentage which indicated "Yover
used," judgments on usefulness by actual microfiche users would
he even stronger.

Naturally, one cannot use microiiche without the edaquinr-

ment necessary to read it. Therefore, the organization quest-

ionnaire requests information on whether those organizatiouns

119



o PRI S R T U T

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

4-15
nroviding BRIC proiducts and services ha:dl nicrofiche readers,
printers, Auplicators or poartable recaders and, if so, how many.
That data is cross—tabulated in Table 42.7. It would bhe rea-
sonabhle to expect that those organizations havinT the most
aguipment available would have the heaviest microfiche usage. v
womparing the data in Table 43.4 with Table 43.7, we can se2 that,
by and large, this expectation is bornes out, i.e., universities

and R & D Centers have the largest amount of aquirment availab:le

and make the most use of it. There are, however, some excaeptions:

S

state departments of education, local and regional information cen
and other Federal organizations all have a high relative promortio
of equipment but with relatively low per weel usage rates. ©Clearl
the availability of equipment has not vroduced heavy use bv the
nerzcnnel in these crganizations. . Although tha secondary school
recorded the lowest relative amount of equipment, individual user
respondents identifying themselves as clementary ansd secondary
schonl personnel (85 in sample) reported 283% had accessibility

to microficheé readéers. Of the 12% lackiny such accessibility,

90% reported they would use readers if available.

All catagories of users responding on individual user ques-
tionnaires (see Table 4B.8) were asked whethsr they had a mic-
rofiche reader readily availahle to them. Dverall 732 of YNIC
users reported a microfiche reader easily accessible. Those who
did not (5%) were askad whether they would use microfiche if a
reader were more accessible to them. A strong péfcentage (87%)
responidaed that indeed they would. (non-resvondents account for

22%)

22
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The aducators aﬁd information service managers of the ERI
Advisory Panels had numerous observations to make about micro-
fiche use. Comments directly related to the fiche indicated tha
quality has been erratic; that fichelrelated to one document
should be connected@ and provided in ; "multiple fiche" envelope.
Several indicated need for more computer research potential. Sc
felt it woulid be helpful if Clearinghouses could sell microfiche

A consistent theme of the Panél meetings was the need foi
more, better, and less expensive har&ware-—readers and reader

printers, etc. These comments reinforce the user preferences

indicated in Table 4B.8.

Hard Copy |

Similar data was collected on ;he use of hacd copy. Tab.
4B.10, taken from EDRS sales orders,ishows the number of hard
copy units sold through other than sﬁanding order channels, in
1969 and 1970, cross-classified by pdrchasing organizations. G:
in non-standing .orders of ERIC microfiche was shown in Table
4B.2 above, indicating an overall growth rate of 51%. During
the same period individual orders for hard copy documents
increased 34% (Table 4B.10).

Table 4R.11, developed from data collected through the i
vidual user questionnaire, cross-tabulates the frequency of
use of hard copy during 1970 with the primary association to
which respondents belong. Hard ¢opy clearly has a different us
population than does microfiche. Users listing secondary
schools as their primary association reported using hafd copy 1
frequently than microfiche, with 1970 use of 1-10 or more of

hard copy (53%) and microfiche(78%). More frequent users of
: A4
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hard copy were State Department of Education (62%) and Regional
Educational Laboratorie% (63%). 1In Contrast users at colleges
and universities reported only 46% frequency use of hard copy.

Tables 4B.12, 43.13, and 4B.l4 were also drawn from data
gathered through the guestionnaire to indivi:iual users. uB.12
cross—classifies frequency of hard cooy use as clearly not as
high as that of microfiche (compare Tables 43.3 and 4B.12).
Generallv, slightlv more than half of ERIC users use hard coov
where over 80% use microfichs. Among the users of hard cony
it can be seen that R & D personnel, teachers and administrators
are the most €requent users. Students, both graduate and under-
graduate, by conkrast, are the most infrequent users. Again
we find little distinction among male and female users, and, in
keepning with trends over the entire ERIC system, we find more use
among researchers aﬁd avthors. The overall data in this table
suggest that hard ccpy is not as widely used as microfiche.
Interpretation of this frequency of use data should take into
account the large files of standing order microfiche available to
users in a majority of the centers studied, as contrasted to a
typically smaller number of hard copy documents purchased
individually by the centers at much greater expense per coOpy.
Refer to first maragravh in this section for relative costs of
micrcfiche and hard copve.

Table 4B, 14 cross—classifies users with the degree to which
they find hard con; usexful, ‘The responses shown in this table
are only moderately positive. Further, only half of respondenr"s
have actually used hard copy. Hence, this finding is only a weak

Q
[]{U:indication of positive ewvaluation at best.
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The general trend in which researchers find ERIC pro-
ducts more useful than non-researchers is true for hard copy as
well. Likewise, those who pubiish find hard copy more useful
than non-publishers.

Table 4B.15 presents data on the change in microfiche/
hard copy use ratio. This data is drawn from EDRS sales and dis-
tribution records. The data in Tables 4B.12-4B.14 haw provided

evidence that hard copy ¢ocuments have not been used as frequent]

- as microfiche. Table 4B.15 further emphasizes the relative popu-

larity of microfiche over hard copy. Of the ten specific organ-
izations listed, six placed more individual orders for hard copy
than microfiche during 1969. 1In 1970, however, only three
organization groups ordered more hard copy than microficﬁe.

In sum, these data simply refiect the increasing use of

microfiche over hard copy documents, a trend that is confirmed

in individual user data in this section.
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TABIE 4B.1

STANDING CRDERS¥ FOR ALL DOCUMENTS
CITED IN RIE

June, 1968 June, 1971
Type of Institution No. % No. _z
Highsr Education 87 71.5 281 70.0
Iocal Schools 17 13.9 20 5.0
‘tate Agencies 9 7.3 31 7.7
Other 2 7.3 70%* 17.3
Total 122 ’ 100.0 402 100.0

Source: EDRS Sales and Digtribution Records

* USOE and privately supported ERIC microfiche collections. A listing
of such collections is included in Chapter 3, Volume III.

#¥* Includess

Ny _Z
Foreign 2 5.3%
Prof. Org. 11 2.7
Federal 13 3.2
Reg. Labs 11 2.7
Other 14 3.4




TABLE 4B.2

INDIVIDUAL ORDERS FOR MICROFICHE

) Units Sold
Purchasing : Percent Change
Organization Jan-June July-Dec Jan-June July-Dec 1969-1970
Higher Education 12,237 16,538 19,635 21,189 +41.9
Local Schools 5,07G 5,705 9,165 5,502 +36.1
Individuals 1,943 1,699 2,933 3,312 +71.5
Commercial Qrgs. 856 808 1,168 2,556 +123.8
Foreign 1,279 1.769 2,966 3,895 +129.1
Prof. Asso. & Found. 215 87 399 206 +100.3
State Agencies 931 324 844 336 -6.0
Federal 261 210 1,042 807 +292.6
Non-Profit . 297 683 252 228 -51.0
REL's and R & D Cent. 62 132 495 641 +485.6
All Other | 413 568 777 747 +55.3
All Other Public 146 482 38 301 -46.0
Overall 23,710 29,005 39,714 39,720 +50.69

Source: EDRS Jales and Distribution Records

ERIC
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TABLE 4B.3
. FREGUENCY OF MICROFICHE USE

DURING 1970
Never 1-10 titles/yr. 11+ titles/yr. i

QOccupation ’
Administration 10.0% 30.0% 60.0% 100%( 50)
Teaching 14.4 5.4 . 0.2 100%(27)
Pupil Pers. Serv. - —_— - — (L)=
R&D 2.8 12.2 73.0 100%(41)
Library 146.1 35.7 48.2 100%(56)
Consulting 0.0 30.8 , 69.2 100%(13)
Undergraduate 45.0 40.0 15.0 100%(20)
Graduate 25.6 31.6 42.9 100%(133
Other 5,0 45.0 50.0 100%(20)

Overall 17.7 33.9 3.4 1007 (434) #3
Sex
Male 14.5 29.5 56.0 100%(193)
Female 20.9 36.8 42,3 100%(234) #*
Conducted Research
Yes 9.9 33.1 56.9 100%(121)
No ' 24..2 31.3 4405 100%4(227) =+
Published
Yes | 7.8 32.2 60.0 100%(115)
No 20.8 34.0 5.2 100%( 312) *#
Source: Individual User Questionnaire |
#Where N¢ 5, Calculations have been omitted.

##Totals dift'er because response rates differed. i
|
126 |




TABLE 4B.4

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PEOPLE USING MICROFICHE
IN A TYPICAI, WEEK AT TYPES OF ORGANTZATIONS

Mean Number Number of
Organization of Users Reoorting Organization
Secondary School 2.8 2
College or University 48.5 6/
State Dept. of E4d. 9.8 31

4 Reg. Ed. Laboratory 12.8 13
R & D Center 18.3 6
Professional Org. 2.8 L
Office of Ed. Reg. Office 5.2 : 6
Other Federal Agencies 10.6 5
Iocal or Reg. Info. Center 7.2 5
Business or Industry 1.2 7
Other 4.8 25
23.3 168
‘ Source: Orgenization Questionnaire
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Occupation
Administration
Teaching

Pupil Pers. Serv.
R &D

Library
Consulting
Undergraduate
Greduate

Other

Overall

Conducted Research

" Yes

No
Publjished
Yes

No

Organizztions

TABLE 4B.6

EVALUATION OF MICROFICHE
In percentages

Very Useful
1 2
68.1% 14.9%
58.9 12.2
67.4 19.6
64.9 15.8
78.6 0.0
61.1 5.6
58.5 15.4
66.7 14.3
62.5 14.0
61.5 18,1
64.3 11.4
60.5 17.5
63.4 13.2
6.1 16.9

3 4
4o3% 8.5%
12.2 4.4
4.3 4.3
8.8 1.8
21.4 0.0
0.0 0.0
3.3 1.6
9.5 4.8
7.4 3.3
8.8 2.7
4.3 3.5
11.4 beld
5.3 3.3
6.6 4.1

Sources:

¥ Where N(5, calculations have been omitted.

¥% Totals differ because response rates differed.

‘429

No Use Never Used
5 b6
0.0% 4.3%
0.0 12,2
0.0 4-03
0.0 8.8
0.0 0.0
5.6 27.8
0.0 21.1
4.8 0.0
0.5 12.1
0.0 8.8
O‘s 15'7
0.0 6.1
O‘3 14‘5
0.0 8.2

Individual and Organization Questionnaires

100%
100%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100% (303)#%

100%

(I

(47)
(90)
(4)*
(46)
(57)
(14)
(18)
(123)
(21)

(420) 3

(182)

(210)**

(124)

(195)

i



TABLE 4B.7

MICROFICHE BQUIPMENT AVATLABLE ‘
Poritable
Organization Resders Printers Dupliestors Readers 4
x E x x

Secondary School 1.3 «5 0 0 f
College or University 3.1 o5 .1 A é
State Dept. of Education 1.8 1.0 .3 1.3
Reg. Ed. Lab. 1.8 .9 .1 A
R & D Center : 2,2 .8 .2 1.9 é
Professional Org. © 1.2 .7 o2 o3 E
OE Regional Office 1.5 .8 0 o2
Other Federal 1.9 | .5 .1 .9
. 1

i

Local or Reg. Info. Cent. 2,0 .7 3 .7 :
g

Business or Industry 1.0 .3 .3 -4 '

OthBr 09 -4 .l w3

*.. = 2.1 .6 .1 6 i

1

¥

Source: Organizational Questionnaife




TABLE 4B.8

MICROFICHE READER EASILY ACCESSIBLE

M U A e R e

Yes No No Response
72.9% ' 5.3% 21.1%

If N0, Would Use if More Accesslible

les No
87.5% 12,5%
N = 32

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

100%

()

(494)



TABLE 4B.10

INDIVIDUAL ORDERS FOR HIARD COPY DOCUMENTS

Units Sold
1969 1970
Purchasing Percent Change
Organilzation Jan-June July-Dec Jan-June July-Dec 1969-1970
Higher Education 9,969 8,149 10,716 12,763 +29.6
Local Schools 5,159 3,189 6,421 6,203 +51.2
Individuals 2,733 1,820 3,625 4,325 +74.6
5 Commercial Orgs. 1,722 1,732 1,314 1,606 -9.6
f} Foreign 1,513 2,121 2,937 2,806 +58.0
é Prof. Assoc. & Found. 371 296 308 480 +18.1
; State Agencies 864 - 327 460 325 ‘-34.1
' Federal 368 285 557 594 -76.3
Non-Profit Orgs. 552 531 274 418 -36.1
REL's and R & D Cent. 127 308 203 158 -17.0
All Other 274 416 118 908 +48.7
All Other Public 611 521 638 578 +7.4
Overall 24,263 19,695 27,771 31,164 +34.1
Source: EDRS and Distribution Records

132



TABLE 4B.11

NUMBER OF ERIC HARD. CORY. DOCUMENTS

USED DURING 1970

BY RESPONDENTS' PRIMARY ASSOCIATION

Primary Association

None 1-10 11-25

Preschool 57.1% 42 ,9% 0.0%
Elementary 55.2 39.7 3.4
Secondary 47.1 44.1 2.9

College or
University 54.0 35.2 7.5

State Department
of Education 38.5 46.2 15.4

Regional
Educational
Laboratory 37.0 37.0 14.8

Research and
Development
Center 53.8 30.8 7.7

Professional
Organization —— —— —

Office of Educa-
tion. Regional
Ofifice - —_— -

Other Federal
Agency 75.0 12.5 0.0

Local or Regional

Information

Center —— ——— -
Business or Industry -—-- o —_—

Other 58.7 30.4 6.5

Overall 52.9 36.1 7.0

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

*Where N< 5, calculations have been omitted.

R IR

More Than

25

0.0%

11.1

7.7

100%
100%

100%
1007%

100%
100%

1007%

100%

1007%

N

(5)
(58)

(34)

(213)

(13)

(27)

(13)

(1)*

(4)*

(8

(2)*
(1H*
(46)

(427)



TABLE 4B. 12
FREQUENCY OF HAKD COPY USE

DURING 1970
Never 1-1C documents 11+ documents ()
Occupation
Administration 45.8% 35.4% 18.7% 100%(48)
Teaching 45.3 | 45.3 9.5 100%(95)
Pupil Pers. Serv, —_ —_— —_ — (4%
R&D 39.1 41.3 19.6 100%( 46)
Library ~ 51.8 33.9 : 14.3 100%(56)
Consulting 46.2 38.5 15.4 100%(13)
Undergraduate 65.0 35.0 0.0 100%( 20)
Graduate 65.2 29.5 5.3 100%(132)
Other 70.0 30.0 0.0 100%(20)
Overall 53.7 35.9 ‘ 10.4 100%(434) %%
% Male 52,3 37.6 10.2 100%(197)
Female 53.5 34.8 11.7 100%(230) *x
Conducted Research /
Yes 42,2 42.2 15.7 100%(185)
No 61.4 30.9 7.6 100%(223) *x
Published
Yes ‘ 42.2 43.1 14.7 100%(116)

No 57,7 32.3 - 10.0 100%(310) s

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
#Where N 5, Calculations have been omitted.
##Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 4B. 1

EVALUATION OF HARD COPY

Very Useful ' No Use Never Used (N)
1 2 3 4 5 6

Occupation _
Administration 13.9% 11,1  16.7%  16.7% 2.8%4  38.9%4  100% (36)
Teaching 22.9 12.9 14.3 4.3 0.0 45.7 100% (70)
Pupil Pers. Serv. _— - - - - - - (3)=
R&D 21.6 13.5 13.5 8.1 5.4 37.8 100% (37}
Library 17.4 8.7 26.1 8.7 0.0 39.1 100% (46)
Consulting 11.1 22,2 0.0 11.1 0.0 55.6 100% (9)
Undergraduate 13.3 6.7 6.7 0.0 6.7 66.7 100% (15)
Graduate 20.9 1.5 5.5 2.7 1.8 54.5 100% (110)
Other 9.1 9.1 0.0 0.0 18.2 63.6 100% (11)

Overall 19.3 12.5 11.9 5.9 2.4 43,1 100% (337)*

Conducted Research

Yes ' 24,3 17.1 13.2 5.9 0.7 38.8 100% (152)

No 16.0 8.9 12,4 5.9 3.0 53.8 10C% (169)*
e

Published w":?ia':.wafsf )

Yes 22,7 16.5 13.4 6.2 3.1 38,1 100% (97)

No 18.5 11.8 12.2 5.9 1.7 50,0 1007 (=38)*

Organizations 24,6 16.0 21.9 10.2 0.5 26,8 100% (187)

Sources: Individual and Organization Questionnaires
% Where N 5, Calculstions have besen omitted.
#%#Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 4B.15

CHANGE IN MICROFICHE/HARD COPY RATIO

Higher Education
Local ‘Schools
Individuals
Commeréial,Orgs.
Foreign

Prof. Asso. & Found.
State Agencies
Federal

Non-Profit Orgs.
REL's and R & D Cent.
All Other

All Otﬁer Public

AVERAGE

Individual Orders

1969
Jan-June July-Dec
1.22 2,02
.98 1.49
.71 .94
.50 .46
.84 .83
.58 .29
1.07 .99
.70 74
54 1.28
A48 A2
1.50 1.36
.24 .92
.98 1.42

Source: EDRS Sales and Distribution Records

jL:S?ELZ"

1970
Jan-June July-Dec
1.68 1.66
1.29 .89
.80 77
.57 1.59
.92 1.39
72 .43
1.27 1.03
1.25 1.36
.90 .55
1.08 4.06
1.26 .32
.80 .52
1.28 1.27
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Thesaurus that can be measured ihdependently of users, such as

matters of internal design, development, and production of the

4-19
Section C

THESAURUS OF ERIC DESCRIPTORS

The Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptors, now in its third

edition, is used to index and enter documents into the ERIC
system and to assist users in searching the system. It is
a structured vocabulary of approximately 7,000 educational terms
developed and brought up-to—-date by educators who review the
literature in their field. It is intended to give all edu-
cators not only insight into the ERIC system but also an in-
creaseal awareness c¢f the language of education. Further infor-
mation about the Thesaurus can be f£nund in the foreword to the
1970 edition by Dr. Frederick Goodman entitled "The Role and
Function of a Thesaurus in Education."

The purpose of this study is to provide an overview of the"
people who have been using the ERIC Thesaurus, why and how they
have been using it, and what thay think of it. This user study

does not attempt to assess the qualities and errors of the

Thesaurus.

Bt it g

The most freguent users of the Thesaurus appear to be
persons in the "Library" and"Research and Development” cate-

gories, with. graduate students and teachers as next heaviest

users (Table 4C.1l). Correspondingly, it can be noted that
the least frequent Thesaurus users are administrators, under-
graduates, and consultants. (Again, the small sample size

for the "undergrazduate" and "consultant" categories should

be noted and thos= figures tgeated with caution.) Additional
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characteristics of Thesaurus users as a group are: (1) appro-
ximately a 10% greater proportion of male than female .users;

(2) a greater percentage of users with the doctorate and master's
degrees; (3) a greater percent of people who have conducted
recent research: (4) a greater percentage of people who have
recently published works in their field.

In sum, it appears that, among individual user respon-
dents, those using the Thesaurus can be generally characterized
as people involved with library work or research and develop-
ment activities who have recently done research, and have
published or presented papers in the professional area in the
past 5 years. The data also 8uggest that administrators and
undergraduates use the ERIC Thesaurus least. This could mean
that either the Thesaurus does not seem as helpful to these
groups as it does to other gruups ox that use of this tool has
r~t been adequately explained to potential administrative and
u: -rgraduate users.

Individual users were also asked (see Table 4C.2)
whether they go initially to the Thesaurus when using RIE or
CIJE. The question eliminated all persons not regularly using
the Thesaurus. Overall, approximately the same pefcentage (13%)
first go to the Thesaurus in conjunction with use of RIE and
CIJE. Further, research activity does not distinguish signZfi-
cantir between these two groups although, in both cazes, moze
peopls involved wita research use the Thesaurus The table
also s20ows that mor= people who have published currently in thei-
field use the Thesaurus. And, of those who publish, more con-

sult CIJE than RIE by 6%. Those who have not published recently

,140
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use RIE somewhat more often.
Occupationally, there seem to be specific preferences

for initial utilization of the Thesaurus in conjunction with

RIE or CIJE. Administrators and teachers appear to consult the

Thesaurus most when using CIJE. On the other hand graduate
students, undergraduate students, and R & D personnel tend to
consult the Thesaurus most when. using RIE. There seems to be little
or no preference among library persoﬁnel_who are Thesaurus

users. These data suggest that theré aré only minor differences

among users of CIJE or RIE in terms of initial utilizatiom of

the Thesaurus.

Users were also asked (Table 4C.3)how useful they con-
sidered the Thesaurus. Among those who actually use the EEIC
Thesaurus, far more of both organizations (79%) and individmal
users (63%) find it useful than do nét. Those involved with
research activities apparently find it more useful than theose
not so involved, but there seems little difference in opimnion
about its usefulness among those who publish and those who do
not--both seem to find the Thesaurus useful. Within occxnation-
al categories, however, opinionslvary. Those who find ti=
Thesaurus most useful are graduate students, library pers=nonel,
and R & D center personmel. This information suggests th=t
the Thesaurus is found very useful by those who are contimmally
involv~u with library search and accustomed to the technigue
of infors tion search. Those not necessarily concerned with
informat on search as a major occupational endeavor (admnisti .-
tbrs, teachers, consultants, undergraduates) still find tihe ERIC

o Thesaurus system usaful, but not to the same degree as li:iraxTians.

.
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The Advisory Panel discusaeants noted general user sat-
isfaction with the Thesaurus. (Other pranel comments about
the Thesaurus were: "Most useful when search goal is a subjeci:
which crosses lines (like creatiwvity} or when the terminology
is unspecific or colloquial and needs verification." "Very
good, although lay terminology and Thesaurus terminology are
not always compatible. Thesaurus, however, allows for broad
cross—-referencing.”" "Such use is mandatbry when working with
computer searching."

Data from the site visits revealed a wide variety of opin-
ions. Clearinghouse respondents indicated considerable satis-
faction although they indicate a need for more scope notes and
a need for an identifier index. Other respondents ét the
sites were less happy with the Thesaurus. One information center
indicated that its Thesaurus was little used. Another said
that documents were six months behind, and that categories had
too many descriptors while topics were identified by too few.
Further, training people in use of Thesaurus is difficult; people
can't just "walk in off the street" and use it.

A Reading Resource Center respondent remarked simply that
“"the Thesaurus is awful without training. People cannot trans-
late their information needs into the terminology of the Thesaurus
withiout some assistance during early or initial usage." A
Tegional Laboratory spokesman repeated this last criticismlwith
~espect to his own group. "ERIC needs a program training manual"
which introduces potahtial users to the theory and practice be-

hind the Thesaurus.
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A respondent in a State Department of Public Instruc-

"tion remarked that the problem is rather with the application

of the Thesaurus than with the Thesaurus itself. "A document
may be indexed under a given descriptor when there may actually
be only a small amount, perhaps juét a sentence, applicable
to, or described by, that descriptbr. The basic themes of the
document. s a whole-- or of its major sections or parts--should
be emphasized, but not avery single item." One respondent
observed that a management decisiqn was going to have to be
made as to whether or not ERIC should be geared to public school
personnel, teachers, administrators, etc., or to researchers.
It could not be done for all in his judgment.

When asked whether Thesaurus headings were specific enough
to avoid@ getting too much unrelated material, the panelists
had a variety of comments. One suggested that some additional
breakdown was needed; for example, areas such as "innovations"”
and "exceptional" should be reconsidered. Several indicated
the need fdx a more consistent policg among Clearinghouses wi}h
regard to assigning descriptors. Some compl=ined that new
terminology was slow to be added, while other panel members

suggested that attention should be paid quit= as much to re-

moving outdated terms as to addimg new ones. It was also suggested

that documents are not always indexed to thhe most appropriate
term. Due to the decentralized system the terms have tended to be-
come too specific in memaning--apolying to a particular Gisci-
pline.

" When asked by sfte visiters whether they felt thas= addi-

tional data elements would be us=ful for describing the ERIC

4 A
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documents, respondents had several suggestions. Need was ex-~
pressed for a title index and an identifiers index. Documents
éhould be identified by category (e.g. report, speech, etc.):
identifiers need to be standardized. Descriptors are too limited.
With all these elements considered resvondents assented strong-
ly the need for a national computer system for searching with
instant retrieval. Some suggested DATRIX as an exanmple of what
is needed.

Respondents to the individual users questionnaire were
asked whether they considered as current the language chosen for
descriptors (see Table UuC.4). This reflects the degree to
which the language chosen for descriptors and used in indexing
in CIJE and RIE is current in*the representative educational
fields.

There is almost unanimous agreement (93%) among respon-
dents that indeed the language of the descriptors is current. The
only exception to this agreement are undergraduates using the
Thesaurus who reported 50% amproval on a small sample size.

"It is noteworthy that people actively involved with current
school problems (i.e. administrators, teachers, consultants and
{ graduate students) find the descriptors most current and repre-
sentative. It is not unreasonable to assume that this finding is a
function of their professional and pre-professional everyday

involvement with research related to current problens.

Finally, users werxe asked (see Table 4C.5) to evaluate
descriptors used to index RIE and CIJE as to specificity. Like
the previous tahkle, the information provided here suggests the

effectiveness of descriptors used in the Thesaurus. It has ai-
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ready been established'that, by and large, the descriptors are
very useful and expressed in current language of the field: this
data presents a finer discrimination, examining whether or not

the descriptors have the appropriate degree of specificity.

Again, there is overwhelming evidence (84%) that the descriptors
are satisfactorily stated. Among these few users who felt that
the descriptors were not satisfactory, a small percent of
teachers (15%) R & D personnel (14%) and the undergraduates (20%)
felt they were too specific and one consultant felt they were too
general. However, the number involved in the sample indicate
that since so few poeple felt dissatisfied, the descriptors in

general are highly satisfactory.



TABLE 4C.1

FREQUENCY OF THESAURUS USE -

Source: Individusl User Quescivmnaire.
#*Where N< 5, Calculations hswe Deen omitted.

5%¥Patalc A% FFar horarse resmmse rates giffered.

.EEQ!ELJEZZ_
Never 1-5 times/yr. 6+ times/yr. ()
Occupation
Administration Ldv i 17.8% 37.8% 100%( 45)
Teaching 36.5 24.3 39.2 100%(74)
Pupil Pers. Serv. - —_— —_— — (2)%
R&D 23.1 30.8 46.2 100%(39)
Library 8.3 41.7 50.0 100%(438)
Consulting 36.4 54.5 2.1 100%(11)
Undergraduate L2 35.7 21.4 100%(14)
‘admate 29.2 37.2 33.6 100%(113)
Other 35.0 40.0 25.0 100%( 20)
Overall 30.1 23.8 37.2 100%(366) **
Sex
Male 35.1 25.7 39.2 100%(171)
Female 26.7 37.9 35.4 100%(195) **
Conducted Research
Yes 28.1 31.1 40.7 100%(147)
No 281 36.0 36.0 100,5(178) i3
Fublished
Yes 26.9 238.8 4.2 100%(1.04)
No 31.% 344 344 100%(256) **



T/BLE 4C.2

INITIAL UTILIZATION OF ERIC THESAURUS

BY USERS OF RTE iND CIJE

RIE
Occupsticn Z_ N
Administration 5.7% (35)
Teaching 11.7 (77)
Pupil Pers. Serv. el ——an
R&D 21.0 (38)
Library 13,2 (53)
Consulting 8.3 (12)
Undergraduste 35.7 (14)
Graduate | 12.1 (116)
Other 14.3 (14)

Overall 13.3 (361)

. Conducted Research
Yes 15.4 (156)
No | 11.4 (185)
Published
Yes 11,7 (94)
No 13.4 (261)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
¥ Jhere N<5, celculations have been omitted.
*# Totals differ because response rates differed,

4 A7

15.4%
15.9
18,5
13.3
16.7
0.0
7.5
33.3
12.8

16.4
12,1

18.1

11.1

(1)x
(27)
(45)

(6)

(3)*
(93)

(6)

(265)

(116)
(142) s

(72) i
(190) #*




TABLZ 4C.3

USERS OVERALL EVALUATION OF THESAURUS

Very Useful No Use Never Used
1 2 3 4 5 6 (N)

Cccupation
Administration 23.1% 17.9% 17.9% 15.5¢ 2.6 23.1% 10055 (39)
Teaching 32.0 10.7. 10.7 4.0 2.7 492.0 100%  (75)
Pupil Pers. Serv. -- -- C - -- - - - (3)*
R&D 26.2 23.8 26,2 2.4 7.1 14.3 10035 (42)
Library 37.7 22.6 15.1 11.3 0.0 13.2 100% (53)
Consulting 20.0 20.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 100% {10}
Undergraduate 6.3 12.5 12.5 0.0 6.3 62.5 1004 (16)
Graduate 35.7 14.8 15.7 4.3 0.0 25.7 109% (115)
Other 40.0 0.0 20.0 13.3 0.0 26,7 100% (15)

Cverall 31.3 15.8 15.8 6.3 1.9 29.1 1004 (368 )*x
Conducted Reséarch
Yes 31.7 21.1 15.5 2.5 1.2 28.0 100% (161)
No 30,8 13.0 16.8 9.2 1.1 29.2 100% (185 )**
Published
Yes 29.0 16.0 20.0 5.0 3.0 27.0 1207 (129)
1o 32.4 15.3 14.9 6.5 1.1  29.8 1007% (262 )%
Organizations | 43.5 22,1 13.6 4.2 2.6 13.6 1006 (151)

Source: Individual and Organization Questionnaires.
* Wwhere N 5, Calculations have been omitted.
**% Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 4C.A

ARE DESCRIPTORS REPRESENTATIVE
OF CURRENTLY USED LANGUAGE?

User Occupation Yes No_ _(n)

Administration 96.3% 3.7% 100% (27)
Teaching 93.1 6.9 100% (58)
Pupil Pers. Serv. — — — ( 2)%
R&D A 96.4 | 3.6 100% (28)
Library 93.2 6.8 100% (44)
Consulting 100.0 0.0 100% ( 6)
Undergraduate 50.0 50.0 100% ( 6)
Graduate 92.0 8.0 100% (87)
Other 100.0 0.0 100% ( 7)

Overall 92.8 7.2 100% (265)*

Conducted Research

Yes , 92.0 8.0 100% (112)
No 91.5 8.5 100% (142)%%
Published

Yes | | 1 93.2 . 6.8 100% (73)
No 89.0 11.0 100% (192)
Orgenizations 86.6 13.4 100% (224)

Sources: Individual and Organization Questionnaires
¥ Where N<5, celculations have been omitted.
*% Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 4C.5

EVALUATION OF SUBJECT HEADINGS (DESCRIPTORS) USED TO INDEX RIE
AND CIJE AS TO SPECIFICITY BY INDIVIDUAL SUBSCRIBERS

Too Too

Satisfactory Speecific General Other ()
Occupation
Administration 89.7% 10.3% 0.0% 0.0% 100% (29)
Teaching 80.3 14.8 1.6 3.3 100% (61)
Pupil Pers. Serv. — - _ _ —  (2)%
R &D 85.7 14.3 0.0 0.0 100% (23)
Library 86.7 VAVA 8.9 c.0 100% (45)
Consulting | 80.0 0.0 . 20.0 0.0 1004 (5)
Undergraduate 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 100% (5)
Graduate 82.6 2.8 3.3 4e3 100% (92)
Other 85.7 14.3 0.0 0.0 100% (7) |

Overall 83.9 10.6 3.3 2.2 100%( 274,) **

Conductéd Research
No ’ 79.7 16.1 0.8 3.4 100%(118) %
Yes 84.2 8.2 5.5 2.1 100%(146)
Published |
No 79.7 1 1.4 1.4 1008 (74) %% |
Yes 83.8 9.1 bl 3.0 - 100%(197)
N = 494

Source: Individual User Questionnaire.
#Where N< 5, Calculations have been omitted,
##Totals differ because response rates differed.
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Section D

RESEARCH IN EDUCATION AND RIE ANWUAL INDEXES

Research in Education (RIE) is a monthly abstract journal

repared by the education Rescurce Information Center (ERIC) to
1ke possible the early ideptification and acguigition of repoT=
>f interest £o the educational community. RIE .y printed and
‘_.stributed by the Suéerintendent of Documemxts «GPO), ““ashington,
C., and is available at a domestic subsc=ip:. or price of $21.40¢
vear; foreign, $5.25; additional. RIE anneuncesas reczntly com-
,.leted educational research reports, descriptiioms: of exemmlary
.rograms, and other documents of interest to Th= =sducatiomal

ommunity. Directed to school administrators, -=achers znd sime=r-

~igors, students, school board members, commercial and industr: 21

.rganization, educational.researchers, and the public, this

;ournal contains:

*A bibliographic listing and abstracts of current educzt—
ional documents.

£
e
1
£
é

- Subject, author, institutional sources, and other ing=xes.

RIE publishes separately annual and semi~annual cumulative izdexas

which may be purchased from the GPO. Since t&ris publication is

a major avenue for entering the HERIC system, i+ is important to

know who and how many are using it as well as the degree to

which users are satisfied with it.

Tables 4D.l1 through 4D.6 present data gathered for the

~ore analysis of RIE and its annual indexes. The bulk of the

data in these tables was gatherec throwgh the Znrdividuzl user

guestionnaire discussed in Chapter II of Volume III isppendix).

dumerous additional tables supporting and expanding or the amalgsis

may be found under the corresponding chapter meading Zix Volume IV

3



Parallel Tables.

Tables 4D.l shows the numbers and types of RIE sijubscribers
as well as growth in these ﬁuméers from August 1967 to Febmuary
1971. It must be noted that a peak was reached in Decemi.=
1968, wten 4422 subscriptioms were in force. (Also 750 copie
are disti'ibuted free each month to. key educational zgencis ...
After a zzpid increase from 1967 to 1968, the number of ar—
scripticms seems to have reaédhed a plateau. In February I&=7°
RIE had - ,200 paid subscribers from every state in the Uniwom,
the Dist-ict of Columbia, the Trust Territories of the Z=aci ‘ae
Islands, and 50 foreign countries. Institutions of higker
educatizn account for 38% of the subscriptions; state amd I al
educational agencies have 27 percent; and all other groups ncis
35 percent of the subscriptions. |

In terms of the variéus categories of subscribers iden-
tified, a number of trends seem apparent. Whereas certain cate—
gories account for a relapively stable percentage of total sub-
scriptions, others are in a state of flux. Individual sinH-
scriptions have declined, bothkin terms of absolute numbers a=
well as percentage.(from 13 to 4 percent) of total subscriptioms
held by this group. There was a drop in subscriptions which
occurred in large part between Deqember,1968,iand February, 1971.
A steadier, but equally pronounced diop’of subscriptions is
evident in the category of Commercial Organizations. Foreign
subSGrigtion, by contragt, were the sixth largest categorv in
1967. Four years later they are the third largest grovs com-
prising over 13 percent of zll RIE subscribers. A solid core

of subscribers is formed by institutions of higher education
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and by local schoél districts who together account for nearly
65 percent of all RIE subscriptions.

Table 4D.2 cross-tabulates user categories by occupa-
tion according to the frequency with which they use RIE. This
table sugg=sts that users of RIE tend to be habitual. Of those
who d= use RIZ, the majority have searchéd through it mqré’than
s51x tzmes per vear. Occupational categories reporting most
frequent m=e of RIE included research and development, consul=-
ing, ané library.

When we extrapolate to the professional role of users c©
RIE (Tabl= 4Ir.3) it is evident the most frequent users are
found =mong Regional Educational Laboratories, State Depart-
ments <f Education, colleges and universities, and Research
and Devedopment Centers in that order. Local school adminis-
trators and teachers are frequent users of RIE but not ranked
among the mighest. Elementary and pre-school groups use RIE
somewhat more frequently than users in Secgndary Schools.

Whe¥her or not a user has participated in research or
pﬁblished;papers seems barely relévant to the number of times
RIE was comsulted. Those who did research or had published
show only a slightly higher frequency of consultation.

Table 4D.4 estimates the number of people in various
categories who use RIE in a typical week. From Table 4D.4 it
can be se=n that, of the twelve organizations or institutions
identified, inctitutes of higher learning draw the largest
arsolute number of users (69) followed by state departments

of educat.on (35). Bumbers of RIE users in businesses and in
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secondary schoels is extremely low in these terms, attris.-—asle
im part to small sample siz=. Also, I musit be kept in ro=ws
that the respondents are organizations sesrvicing ERIC users.
It is possible that business and schor’™ personnel rely o
college and university libraries for :=:-cess to RIE. Judg~
ments regarding intensity of usage shculd zlso be based on-
reports by individual users (Table 4D.5' showing 44% used |y
moze2 than 6-10 times y=arly and an adé&itticnal 37% repcrted
using RIE 1-5 Gimes.

In order to cbtain maximum congrmemncy between the com—
tent of RIE and the needs of its users, it is important two
know the reasons why RIE is being consulted. Table 4D.6 :-on—
tains this information. As before, users are classifieds
according to their maim professional role and function.

In readimg Table 4D.6 it is important not to lose
sight of the fact that respondents-afe categorized by primary
professional role becamse part of the responses regardirmz pur-
poses are undoubtedly generated by demanéds of these indiwvi-
dualé' secondary or tertiary professional functions (i.e..,
many teachers are alsm students for all or part of the vear).

This seems evident in #he case of administ—ators, 37% of

A TSI AT TN ST T, gt L € Y

whom used RIE mainly for research projects, and of teach=rs,

50% of whom consulted EIE for assignmemts and term papers.

Y
&
&
¢
E
b
¥
i
i

In both cases overlapping within the gatecories and of pra-
fessional roles is to »e suspected.

Acrmss occupational groups, "Updatinz of Course Binmlio~
graphies" is among the least frequent usages=. In this category

also beléng "Browsing" and "Other." There m=eem to be szme

i
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distinct —rend&s present ir the data, not generalizabie across
occumatigm=T ~ole, howew r. As could be expected, students,
bott gracdmate and umndert:taduate, used RIE most frequently for
assicnmer=s, %erm papers, and research projects. Whereas
thes= usages are also pr=valent among a number of other groups
of w=e=rs (t=aching, research =nd development, library)., the
trend is z 1s=tle less pro.nounced in these cases. Not sur-
prisingly, administrators -isted "Program improvement" quite
freguently == a reason fer consulting =ZIE.

Some diistinct diffecs=nces app==r due to the breakdown

of rtsers into those who wer= involveI in research efforts and

those whe wer= not. Researchers in general consulted RIE signi-

ficantly mor= times for the purpose c” "Keeping abreast in a
field" than &id non-resea—chers. The same seems to holé for
use of RIE im research pr=jects. Otherwise, differences due
to this distimction among users are minTImal.

The preceding tabiss pressnted irfformation regarding
the zsage of RIE. In Taml= 4D.7 ‘the question is: How do
individiual usars use Ri=? From this tazie it becomes apparent
that most msers comsmli RIE to Imcate & document which conm-—
tains specific informatiton., Without exception, all categories
report m=simg RIE most Irsquently to find some specific infor-
matiom. O®e=all, only = relatively small group both scans
each iszswe “»r relevant information &id uses RIE as (. retource
docum=nt, Ow=rall, 17% of the =sers '~ad or scan each issue
for current awareness but apparently ..sver look at them ag=zin.

DS a persor's involvement in —esearch affect his use
haoits? Fraom the data in Table 4D.7 the answer seems to be
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yes. HoweverT, one rasult is surprising. Researchers tend,
compared witli ncmaresearchers, to belong in larger numbers to
the "skim-as—thavy-come-~in" group @&nd to use RIE relatively
little as a s=ource for informatiom in later months or vears.
A similar pazterm appears for those who have published as
distinct from those who have not. In view of the fact that
ciassification @s a researcher and as one who publishes may
coincide in mar™ cases, this I=zst finding is not surprising.

Tables 4D.E cross—tabulates user categories with their
evaluation of how useful RIE is in their work. 1In general,
those who use RIE are very satisfied with it, with 79% report-
ing on the two highest poimts of the 5-point scale. The data
in Table 4D.8 is guite unambiguous in this respect. Only one
half of cme percent of this group passed a "no use" judgment,
and only 13 percent rated RIE below a "2" on the 5-point
scale. This faworable judgment is unanimous across occupa-
tions. I+ is also not affected by differehces between re-~
se=rchers or mon-researchers, or by differences among those
who pwblished an€ those who did mot.

Within th= scope of a @e=neral favorable_evaluation,
administrators find RIE least useful. Only 57 percént of this
group granted this publication a top "very useful" rating. |
Whether or mot this faet reflects a lack of emphasis in RIE
on administr==iom—oriented content cannct be ‘determined from
tkis data.

Table 4D.9 shows how successful RIE has been at helping
journal subscribers to find information they need. Overall,
36.8% found such information often while 55.1% found it occa-

sionally; The pénelists had numerous suggestions for making




4-32

RIE more helpful. Among these were: flagging non-microfiche;
providing running heads (this from many panelists); merging
institutional entries without regard to subdivision; coding
level (age, elementary, =tc.) and type (reports, speeches,
etc.); using page headings; returning to color coded sections;
omitting non—-available documents; placing subject heading
guides at the top of each index page. The ohservation was

also made that indexing was sometimes careless and inconsis-

tent, e.g., as to whether indexing should be general or specific.

With regard to the quality and timeliness of materials
indexed in RIE, panelists had reservations. Material on "hot
topics" was often not available. The guality was uneven.
These were the two basic comments, but they were echoed by
most of the panelists.

Accumulated, annual RIE indexes provided yet another
possible entry paimt into the ERIC system. Data was there-
fore collected am tine frequency with which these indexes were
used == well as on respondent satisfaction with them. Table
4D.10 cross-tabulates use frequency with users'’ occupational
characteristics. It may be compared with Table 4D.2 in which
similar data om RIE have been summarized. The tables show
severzl guite comparable patterns of usage. So similar, in-
deed, that one vemtures the hypothesis that both indexes may
be regularly used in conjunction.

It is notable, from Table 4D.10 that mdst occupational
groucs reflect the frequency breakdown ghown in the overall
category. An exception is formed by the undergraduate group,

very few of whom consult the accumulated indexes more than
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five times a year. This group constitutes a clear contrast
with the other user groups.

Table 4D.11 cross—tabulates respondents with the de-
gree to which they found those annual indexes useful. If
we remove the 15% who never used the accumulative indexes,
four out of five actual users rated the indexes 1 or 2, indi-
cating a great deal of satisfaction. The overall percentages
match those for "Research" and "Pub;ished," an indication
that nedther of these variables is felated to degree of satis-
faction with the cumulative indexes.

Entries in the "never used"” column are low, with the
exception of the undergraduate category. The table also indi-
cates that very few users have ambivalent feelings about the
cunulative indexes. Rétings of "3" are only relatively prom-
inent among the administration group which, relatively speak-
ing, is the mbst ambivalent of the ?ategories.

A large body of additional data on RIE use and users
is included in the parallel tables of the Appendix, much of
which wérrants further study. Information is also available
on user reactioen to specific RIE problems, e.g., preferred treat-

ment of awmavailable documents.
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‘TABLZ 4D.2

Fi CY QF SE
REPORTED BY INDIVIDUAL USERS

Newer 1-5 timeslxr; 6+ times/yr. (1)

Occupation
Administration 14.9% 31.9% 53.2% 100% (47)
Teaching 17.4 42.4 40.2 100% (92)
Pupil Pers. Serv. -— - ——— 1005 (3
R&D 8.9 33.3 57.8 100% (45)
Library 1.8 32.3 64.9 100% (57)
Consulting 13.3 4D.3 46,7 1004 (15)
Undergraduate 30,0 50.0 20.0 10054 (20)
Graduate 12.1 47.0 40.9 1007y 132)
Other 23.8 28.6 47.6 1005 (21)

Overall 13.4 59.8 46.8 100%(432) **
Conducted Research
Yes 10.1 35.8 5442 1007(179)
No 15.4 42,1 42.5 100/4(228) #*
Published
Yes 10.4 37.4 52.2 100%(115)
No 14.1 41.5 bhyods 100/4(311)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire.

#Where N¢ 5, calculations have been omitted.

##Totals differ because number of respondents differed.
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TABLE 4D.3

USE OF RIE DURING 1970

- BY RESPONDENT'S PRIMARY ASSOCTATION

Hore
Than
Primary None 1-5 6-10 10 N
Association
3 Pre-school 16.7 16.7 50.0 16.7 1005 (6)
é Elementary 8.6 50.0 20,7 20,7 1005 (58)
Secondary 33.3 40.0 113.3 13.3 100% (30)
% College or , ,
; University 12,7 38,7 22,6 25,9 100%(212)
% State Department
of Education 23.1 23.1 15.4 3e.5 100% (13)
% Regional
H Educational ‘
! Laboratory : 3.6 42.9 14.3 39,3 1007 (28)
: Research and
Development .
Center 23.1 23.1 30.8 23.1 1003 (13)
Professional :
: Office of
Edueation
Regional
Other Federal .
‘geney 28,6 . 28,6 14.3 28,6 1005 (7)
Local or
Regional
Information
Center —— ————— ——— Cm—— ———— (2)x
Business or
Industry —— ——— — T aseemm ——— (1) %
Cther be2 47.9 18.7 29,2 1007 (48)
Overall 12.7 39.5 21.2 26,6 100%(425)

Q
ERIC  scurce: Individuel User Questiommaire, .

s ™ % jhen N<5, calculations have been omitted. 160
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TABLE 4D.4

ESTIMATED MEAN NUMBER OF PEOPLE USING RIE
IN A TYPTICAT, WEEK BY ORGANTZATTON

Orgenization X m)
Secondary School _ 1.0 (2)
| College or University 441 (69)
State Deptv. of Education 10.8 (35)
Reg. Ed. Leboratory 12.7 (13)
R & D Center 20.0 (8)
' Professional Organization 10.8 (5)
OE Regional Office 7.2 (6)
Other Federal Agencies 13-6‘ (6)
Iocal or Reg. Infq. Center 12.8 (6)
Business or Industry 2.2 ’éS)
Other | 8.1 (30)
X= 23.0 N= 185
Source: Organization Questionnaire
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TABLE 4D.5

USE_OF RIE. DURING 1970

BY JINDIVIDUAI, USERS
Z
Never | 12.3
1-5 36.7
6-10 18.7
More than 10 24,2
No Response _8.1
Totals | 100.0

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

(61)
(181)
(92)
(119)
_40)

(493)
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TABLE 4D.7

WAYS IN WHICH RIE WAS USED DORING 1970
BY USER'S OCCUPATION

Read or Scan

Search Past
Issues or

Each Iasue Volumes to
for Current Locate Specific Never
Awareness Information Both Used (N)
CGecupation
Administration 24,42 58.5% 9.8%  7.3% 100% (41)
Teaching 16.2 70.0 8.7 5.0 100% (20)
Pupil Pers. Serv. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100% (3)*
R&D 17.9 66.7 7.7 7.7 100% (39)
Library 17.6 68.6 11.8 2.0 100% (51)
Consulting 27.3 63.6 9.1  0.0. 100% (11)
Undergraduate 14.3 57.1 7.1 21.4 100%‘ (14)
Graduate 14.0 70.1 2.8 13.1 100%(107)
Other 14.3 57.1 21.4 7.1 100% (14)
é Overall 16.9 66,7 8.1 8.3 100%(360)*#
Conducted Research
; Yes 23.7 59.4 9.4 7.5  100%(160)
§ No 12.2 71.1 7.8 8.9  1004(130)%x
Published
Yes 24.5 59.8 6.9. 8.3 152%(102)
No 14.6 69.7 8.3 7.5  100%{254)%*

Source: Individual User Data ‘
#*Yhere N{ 5, calculations have been omitted,
#*Totals differ because number of respondents differed.
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TABLE 4D.8

EVALUETION OF RIE
BY OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENTS

Very Never
Useful No Use DUsed
Occupation 1 2 3 4 5 é6 (n)
Administration 56.5% 17.4% 19.6% 4.3% 0.0% 2.2% 100% (4
Teaching 69.6 12.0 7.6 2.2 0.0 8.7 1a0% (9
Pupil Pers. Serv. —— —_— —_— — (
R&D 68.9 11.1 13.3 2.2 0.0 Lol 100% (4
Library 86.2 5.2 1.7 5.2 0.0 1.7 100% (5
Consulting 75.0 8.3 0.0 8.3 - 8.3 0.0 100% (1
Undergraduate 50.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 5.0 25.0  100% (2
Graduate - 60.9 16.4 10.2 3.1 0.0 9.4 100% (1
Other 61.1 ' 16.7 11.1 5.6 0.0 5.6  100% (X
f Overall 66.6 12.8 9.5 3.3 0.5 7.3  100% (4
é Conducted Research
| Yes 69.1 12.4 11.8 1.7 0.6 4.5  100% (1
No €7.0 13.7 7.1 4.7 0.0 7.5 100% (2
Published
Yes 64.9 1.4 9.9 5.4 0.0 5.4  100% (1
No 67.8 13.0 8.3 3.0 0.7 7.3 100% (3
( Orgenizetisve 68.3 16.8 7.4 2.5 0.0 4.5  100% (2
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T "B 4D.9

HOW OFTEN PATRON FINDS IN ORMATTION BETNG LOOKED FOR IN RIE

BY PROFESSIONAL JOURNAL SUBSCRIBERS

A e e

Cocupation Often Occasionally
Fministration 34.6% 57.0%
Teaching 37.2 53.6
Pupil Pers; Serv, —_ ——
R&D 11.1 77.8
Library 46.7 3.3
Consulting 1.4 51.7
Undergraduate ) 33.3 50.0
Graduate _ 40.0 60.0
Other 60.7 40.0
Overall 36.8 55.1

Source: Professional Journal Questionnaire
* Where N&5, calculations have been omitted

Never

8.4%
9,2

11.1
0.0
6.9

16.7
0.0
0.0

8.1

o

100% (107)
100% (196)
-— ()%
100%  (9)
100% (15)
100% (29)
100% (6)
100% (15)
100%  (5)
100% (383)

e et et ~m et e 1y

e T i g P o b St S



TABLE 4D.1C

FREQUENCY OF USE OF
~CCUMULATED INDEXES FOR RIZ

DURING 1970
BY OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENTS
Never 1-5 times/yr. 6+ times/yr. ()

Occupation
Administration 22,2% 31.1% 46.7h 100% (45)
Teaching 27.8 C30.4 41.8 100% (79)
Pupil Pers. Serv. - -— _ - (3)#
R&D 7.7 30.8 61.5 100% (39)
Library 12.2 12.2 75.5 100% (49)
Consulting 22,2 33.3 bbb 1005 (9)
Undergraduate 37.5 50.0 12.5 100% (16)
Graduate 19.2 41.7 39.2 100%(120)
Other 9.5 38.1 52.4 100% (21)

Overall 19.4 33.1 47.5 10074(381)**
Conducted Research
Yes 16.9 28.9 54.2 1005(166)
No 19.8 37.0 4£3.2 1004 (1g2)#*
Published
Yes 15.4 32.7 51.9 100%(104)
ﬁo 21.4 32.8 45.8 1004( 271) ¥

Source: Individual User Queétionnaire
#Where N 5, calculations have been omitted.
#¥Totals differ because response rates differed.
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T4ECE 4D, 11

EVALIXTION OF

ACCEMULATED —“NDEXES FOR RIE

BY OCCUPATTION OF RESPONDENTS

Yery Useful

Occupation

Administration
Teaching

Pupil Pers. Serv.
R&D

Library
Consulting
Undergraduate
Graduate

Other

Overall

Conducted Research

Yes

No
Published
Yes

No

Organizations

1

48.8%

51.2

61.4
77.2
77.8
23.5
52.4
68.8
56.5

56.7
57.8

56.0
56.3

68.6

14.6%
22.6
20.5
8.8
1.1
11.8
19.4
6.3
17.0

17.0

18.1

16.5

17.6

13.9

19.5%

9.5
4.5
1.8
0.0

5.9
8.1

6.3
7.8

9.9
6.5

10.1

7.5

4.6

2.4%

[
N

6.8
3.5
0.0
0.0
4.0
6.3
3.3

2.9

4.0

5.5
2.9

2.6

No Use Never Used

5

0.0%

0.0

0.4

0.5

Source: Individual User and Organization Questionnaires.
#Yhere NC5, Calculations Msw¥s been omitted.
*%Totgls differ because response rates differed.
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6

14.6%
15.5

6.8

8.8
11.1
47.1
16.1
12.5
14.9

12.9

13.6

11.9

15.4

9.8

100% (41)
100% (84)
- (3)*
100% (44)
100% (57}
100% (9)
100% (17)
100%(124)
100% (16)
100%(395) **

100%(171)

100%(199) #*

100%(109)

100%(279)*%

100%(194)
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4-34
Section E

CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS IN EDUCATION

CIJE, the Current Index to Journals in Education is also a

major access point for users of the ERIC system. It is a

monthly guide to the periodical Iiterature begun in January 1969,
which indexed 11,707 articles in nearly 220 periodicals during its
first year alone., Two years later coverage had §rown"to more than

500 major educatidnal and education-related publications. CIJE
includes a main entry section with annotations, and indexed by subject
and author. Semiannual and annual cumulative indeéexes are also
available.

Data on CIJE users, like that on RIE users, provides
important clues to the characteristics and behavior of both actual
and potential users of the ERIC system. Tables 4E.1-4E.6 present
data on CIJE. The bulk of it was derived from the individual user
quesfionnaire. 4

Table 4E.1 cross~tabulates the number and types of CIJE
subseribers as of February, 1971, when it reached a total of
2,271. As is the case with RIE, the largest number of subscribers
to CTJE is found among thé institutions of higher learning. The
second highest group is formed by local school distriéts, closely
followed by foreign subscriptions. These three groups account for
over 80 percent of all subscriptions. Particularly noteworthy is
the virtual absence of individual subhscriptions, somewhat fewer

than RIE. This may be due in part to the price of CIJE.
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Table ‘4E.2 cross—tabulates frequency of CIJE use with
the occupational categories of respondents. The table also
indicates whether or not respondents were engaged in research
and whether or not they published during the five years pre-
ceding completion of the questiocnnaire. The data indicate that
all three variables are relevant. Occupations agree on a
moderate absence of CIJE index use. Here, as in other cases,
it is prudent to consider only percentages based on groups in-
cluding at least 20 respondents. With two exceptions, this
sample indicates a "never" percentage close to the overall
index: 34.2 percent. The exception are library workers and
graduate students. Even.among them, however, 22 percent and
27 percent respectively never use CIJE. On the other hand,
high frequency usage (i.e., Six times or more per year) is
also common within these same groups, i.e., librarians report
a high usage rate of 41 percent and 27 percent of graduate
students report use of CiJE six times or more during the past
year. i

With respect to the research variable, those who indicated
not having done any research showed a'conéiderably lower
frequency of use. Of this group only 23 percent consulted
CIJE more than six times per year, and #5 percent usad this
index only 1-5 times. Those who had been involved in research
divided'nearly equally over the three options. A similar,
though somewhat énhanced picture is formed on the publication

dimension.
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Finally, of the 18 undergraduates responding, roughly
15 never used the index. One may tentatively conclude either
that undergraduates rarely feel the need for this journal or
are not yet aware of it after only two years of publication,

Table 4E.3 cross-tabulates various organizations with
the estimated number of people who use CIJE in a typical
week. It goes without saying that the mean number of people
using CIJE in a typical week must be interpreted in terms of
the potential number of users. The high frequency at colleges
is, in this light, not surprising. The relatively high overall
mean, 17.2, is contributed largely by the colleges and univer-
sities. It is not prudent to rely on individual organization
means with a sample size of less than ten.

What are the reasons for using CIJE? Table U4E.U4 discloses
some interesting differences among respondents. in different
érofessional roles. 'Again limiting analysis to the large
groups, one notices that, with the exception of administrators,
use of CIJE for .assignmepts and term papers. Among users in
administration, "keeping abreast" and "curriculum development"
are the most impalling motives for using CIJE. "Assignments
£nd term papers," by contrast, is a much more prevalent choice
for those in "teaching," "library" and “graduaté" categories.
Indeed it seems that CIJE serves a variety of needs, depending
on the user,

Oone finding is that 20 percent of those who said they had
not conducted research checked "Research project" as their main

reason for using the CIJE. This puzzling finding can probably
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only be explained by assuming that responddnts used varying
definitions of "research™ while filling cut the questionnaire:
a "research project* may seem a different thing from "basic or
applied research."

Table U4E.5 cross-tabulates particular uses of Egggiwith

the occupational category of respondents. The table also

correlates usage with the research and publication variables.

Most users of CIJE (76 percent) consult it with a definite
purncse in mind, This trend becomes even clearer if one
excludes the nearly 18 percent who never uéed CIJE. Réughly
two of every threé actual users need specific information for
which they search the index. This finding holds across
researchers and non-researchers alike és well as across those who
have published and those who have not. Those who primarily
scaﬁ the CIJE when new fall largely into two occupational groups:
R &€ D and adminiSt:atiqn,' To what extent professional reading
habits play a rcle in this finding cannot be determined from this
data. |

Table uE.Glcross-tabﬁlétes occupational characteristics
with respondents® satisfaction‘with CIJE. Users rate CIJE
somewhat lower than they did RIE (no identity of users' grouwvs

is implied). The overall statistics show that 58 percent rate

the index as highly useful (one or two). If we exclude the

"never used" category on grounds that no judgment regarding
satisfaction with CIJE can be involved, one of every four

actual users rates CIJE relatively low (3, 4 or 5). While
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three of four users are rather satisfied witan the index. Feor
the RIE, the comparable statistic is roughly four out of five
satisfied customers (rating one or two).

In related measures of usefulness CIJE compares favorably
with other such educational indexes (see.Table 4E.7). Overall,
individual user respondents ranked CIJE either "egqually useful”
(40.7%) or "more useful"” (48%). ERIC users in all of the
following professional and occupational categories rated CIJE
by similar vote "equally useful" or "more useful:" local
schools ., (preschool, elementary and secondary);colleges and
universities, state departments of educaticn, and Regional
Educational Laboratories. In only the category "college and
university" did less than bne-third {32.6%) of users propose
"more useful." By contrast, users from Regional Educational
Laboratories favbred CIJE as more useful by 63%.

Some of the panaiists! comments made in November 1970
with reference to CIJE were noted in discussing RIE. Further
comments specific to CIJE were that it is too sporadic in its
publication: heeds more annotation of citations; should be

more punctual in delivery.
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TABLE 4E.1

NUMBER_AND TYPES OF CIJE SUBSCRIBERS

" February, 1971

TYPE ' Number Percent
Higher Education Institute 395 . 39.4%
: “Local School Districts 712 31.4
: State Education Agencies 71 3.1
g Individuals | 15 0.6
E Comﬁercial Organizations 62 2.7
% Foreign ' 302 "13.3
% Federal Agencies - 36 1.6
% . - Non-Profit Organizations | 117 5.2
i Other | 61 2.7
i
%
; TOTAL 2271 100%
!
| SOURCE: GIJE Subscriber List




TABLE 4E.2

FREQUENCY WITH WHICH CIJE WAS USED

DURING 1970
Never 1-5 times/yr. 6+ times/yr. (N)
Occupation

Administration 37.0% 34.8% 28.3% 100% (46)
Teaching 34.4h 35.6 © 30.0 100% (90)
Pupil Pers. Serv, - ] - - -—  (3)=
R&D 32.6 37.2 30.2 100% (43)
Library 22.4 36.2 1.4 100% (58)
Consulting 54.5 27.3 18.2 100% (11)

" Undergraduate 77.8 22,2 0.0 100% (18)
Graduate 27.1 45.7 27.1 100%(129)
Other 58.8 23.5 17.6 100% (17)

Overall 34.2 37.3 28.4 100%(415) **
Conducted Research
Yes 31.6 31.6 36.8 100%(171)
No 31.8 _ 45.2 23.0 100%(217) 3
Published
Yes 31.1 36.8 32.1 100%(106)
No 34.2 38.9 26.9 100%(301) **

Source:; Individual User Questionnaire.
#Where N 5, Calcvlations have been omitted.
##Totals differ because response rates differed.




TABLE 4E.3

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PEOPLE
USING CIJE IN A TYPICAL WEEK

Organization X )
Secondary School 2.5 (1)
College or University 37.1 (54)
State Dept. of Education 7.3 ; (32)
Reg. Ed. Laboratory ‘ 6.9 (10)
R & D Center 2.8 (5)
Professional Orgenization 8.0 | (5)
OE Regionsl Office 2.5 (6)
% Other Federal Agencies | 7.5 v' (5)
% Iocal or Reg. Info. Center 2.3 (5)
!
r Business or Industry 1.4 (3)
; .
; Other : 3.5 (23)
r t X = 17.2 N= 149

Source: Organization Questiommaire

_;_.4, L o o A'ﬁbg____g e



*£3039780 TeRUOTYRANOOO Yowe Supjussszded Jequmu 8303
Jo eJs sedsquedsed ,*esodamd uysw, eJomw Jo SUC XIBW PMod quepuodses Yoey 4a
"POJ}TWO USBQ BARY SUOTIRTNOTE) ‘G N SJ0UN
*eJTeUUOTIsONY) J08() TBNPTATPUI :69JN0G

w(2ZEE) 7°g €9 0'% 161 9°9 6°9 LS 6°LE $°TT , oy
(611) e 6°0T € 0e 0'Te 8Tl 0°9T '8 $*8T A (4 L eeg
PeusTTaRS
wx (8€2) L°9 €9 T°Te €T 9°L 78 AN 6°9€ 0TI oy
(88T) L2 06 T 202 0T 22T 06 86 L2 |  seg
{oTeesey pegonpucy
#2(297) gy 6°9 L% 9°s1 '8 T°6 6°9 9°2€E 9*¥1 TTea040

(22) 28 4 0°0 2 gt 1°6 4 gy % 1°6 28 4 830
i (LET) L°0 1°s 1°2€ 6°01 71 g1 L€ 6°9¢ 6°01 383&
w() €Y 2 A B v ey €7 9L € eyenpeaiaepuy
(91) 0°0 €9 §°2T g2t L°8T €9 €9 £9 €9 Surynsuo)
(69) 9°8T LAl €6 Yoz €°01 €°0T 1°21 0°1E §°9T ArBaqpr
(9%) 6°0T 6°0T 9°2¢ LT 0'€T 9°61 2T . 60T 2°sT azy
#(%) — — o —_— —_— - — — = . ‘aJeg °sJeg Tydng
(zo1) 0°0 8'6 e 214 8'8 8°6 8°6 €€ 68T Jugyovey,
(€9) 8¢ 7°6 1°ST €Tt 6°8T 9°Z2 6°T T°ST. %4 (4 UOT}BI)8 FFupY
) ToUIg, PUpRAoag  JOSFodg  GOTIe TWe@ . JUoE  BoTqded  eaedsq 5 m.&wujuﬂu.ﬂ&

yorwesey «=aedery ~-oaoxdur ~doreasq ~30TTQTR LACHA ¥ ug

. oTOT3IY  wezoxd WM 98an0p pus  3ewedqy

‘qz0doy =0y Jo  sjuem 3Juydesy
‘yoesds Jupyepdy  -uStesy :304 Pesf LI

SYASN TVNATAIGNI X4 @ESN ST ECTD-HOIHM 804 Sa50adlld NIVA

v°ay TV




Occupation

Administration
Teaching

Pupil Pers, Serv,
R&D

Library
Consulting
Undergraduate
Graduate

Other

Overall

Conducted Research
Yes

No

Published
Yes

No

TABLE 4E.5

WAYS IN WHICH CIJE IS USED

BY OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENTS

Search past
Read or scan issues or
each issue volumes to
for current locate specific
awareness information Both  Never Used (N)
21.1 52.6% 5.3% 21.1% 100% (38)
16.2 €0.3 7.4 6.2 100% (63)
- - - - -~ (2
25.0 52.8 2.8 19.4 100% (36)
10.6 72.3 10.6 6.4 100% (47)
20.0 60.0 0.0 20.0 100% (5)
8.3 33.3 0.0 58.3 100% (12)
7.4 70.2 5.3 17.0 100% (94)
20.0 60.0 10.0 10.0 100% (10)
14.1 62.2 6.1 17.6 100%(312)
15.6 64.4 5.9 14.1 100%(135)
13.5 61.3 6.1 19.0 100%(163)
17.1 62,2 4.9 15.9 100% (82)
14.0 . 62.6 5.9 17.6 100%( 222)

“Source: Individual User Questionnaire.
*Where N 5, Calculations have been omitted.
#**Totals differ because response rates differed.
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BY INDIV]

Users!
Occupation

Administration
Teaching

Pupil Pers. Serv.
R&D

Library
Consulting
Undergraduate
Graduate

Other

Overall

Conducted Research

Yes

No

Published
Yes
No

Organizations

. TABLE 4E.6

Very Useful

1 2 3
31.4% 20.0% 14.3%
41.8 20.3 7.6
43.9 12.2 12,2
48.1 18.5 11.1
42.9 14.3 28.6
6.7 13.3 0.0
43.9 15.4 13.8
35.7  14.3 14.3
41.0 16.7 11.6
36.9 19.4 16.9
L4 2 15.3 8.9
46.0 14.0 14.0
39.3 18.0 11.6
31.0 21.9 19.8

OVERALL EVALUATION OF CIJE
[DUAL_USERS ARD BY ORGANIZATIONS

e e e T ————

11.4%
2.5
12.2
13.0
14.5
6.7
5.7
0.0
7.3

bob
10.5

6.0
7.9

8.0

Source: Individual and Orgaenization Questionnaires.

#Whare N<¢ 5, Calculations have been omitted.

##Totals differ because response rates differed.
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No Use Never Used

5

0.0%
2.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
6.7
0.0

0.0
0.8

0.0

1.1

1.0
0.4

0.5

6

22.9%
25.3

19.5
9.3
0.0

66.7

21.1

35.7
22.8

22.5

20.0

19.0

22.8

18.7

(M)

100% (35)
100% (79)
- (3)=
100% (41)
100% (54)
100% (7)
100% (15)
100%(123)

100% (14)
100%(371) #*

100%(160)

100%(190) **

100%(100)

- 100%(267) *x

100%(187)
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HOW CIJE COMPARES IN USEFUINESS WITH OTHER SUCH INDEXES

TABLE 4E.7

BY RESPONDENT'S PRIMARY ASSOCTATION

Less
Useful

Primary
Association
Preschool 0.0%
Elementary 12.2
Secondary 0.0
College or

University 8.9
State Department

of Education 0.0
Regional FEduca-

tional Lab 6.3
Research and Devel-

opment Center ——
Professional

Organization ———

OE Research Office —wr—

Other Federal

Agency 16.7
Iocal or Regiomnal

Info. Center ———
Business or

Industry ——
Other 11.1

Overall 8.2

Equally
Ugeful

60.0%
41.5
52.6

58.8

1 50.0

31.3

5020

40.7
52.4

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

¥ Where N<5 calculations have been omitted
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More
Useful

40.0
46.3
47.4

32.6

50.0

62.5

33.3

48.1
39.3

100%

100%
100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

1C0%
100%

)

(5)
(41)
(19)

(135)

(8)

(16)
(4)*

(1)
(3)

(6)
(1)

(1)
(27)
(267)
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Section F

INDEXES Pu SPHCIAL COLLECTIONS

In addition to the general indexes just discussed, there
are several special ERIC collections. These are: the Manpower

Research Inventory; Catalog of Selected Documents on the

Disadvantaged; Pacesetters in Innovation; Office of Education

Research Reports, 1956 through 1965; and Selected Documents in
1

Higher Education.

The data indicating the frequency with which these special
collections have been used is summarized in Table 4F.1. Specific
breakdowns by professional role or occupation of users are
presented separately for each collection, indicating occupation,
conduct of research, and publication by users. All of the data
in the tables used for analysis (Tables 4F.1 - 4F.1l1l) are
derived from the individual user questionnaires discussed in

Volume XII of the Appendix. Additionally, two tables are

included (4F.13 and 4F.l4) which summarize the estimated mean

usage per individual of special document collections during
1970 by occupation and by primary association.

For each special collection the overall frequency of use

; igs calculated from Tzhle 4F.1l. This table differs in the rate
of use from the frequency tables for the separate special
collections in that the non-response rate is figured for

! overall use in Table UF.1 butlis not indicated in the separate

frequency tables for each collection arranged by occupation,

1
Exclusive of Higher Education Documents, which cannot be

——




conduct of research and publication by users.2 A second way
in which the frequenéy tables for each separate collection
differ from the overall data is that the rate of use for
Table 4F.l1 is extended to more than 25 times per year while
the rate of use by the separate collection tables is limited
to specifying a use rate of six and more times per year.
Table 4F.1 shows that overall 39 percent of the respondents

never use Pacesetters in Innovation. Of the actual users, 17

Percent indicate using Pacesetters between 1-5 times pex year.
Turning to the occupation breakdown (Table 4F.2) administrators
and teachers rank highest among those who never use this
collectibon if one excludes the small group of undergraduates
responding. Those who conduct research and phhlish seem
to use these documents somewhat more frequently than their
counterparts,mbut it is doubtful that these differences reflect
‘a real trend rather than some incidental sampling characteristic
Table 4F.3 evaluates the degree to which respondents found

Pacesetters in Innovation useful. Analysis indicates some uncer

tainty as to the value of this collection in the eyes of
respondents. The table shows a felatively high number of

3 ratings, and only 17.7 percent overall rated this publication
at the upper end of the scale. As before, however, it seems
proper to restate this percentage, excluding non-users (and

non-respondents to this question). Of those who actually

2Non-respondents Rere is used to indicate those respondents
\

who returned usable guestionnaires but who did not mark this

particular gquestion.
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use Pacesetters, roughly 21 percent indicated that the

publication was relatively useful (1 and 2 ratings).
The overall use frequency pattern revealed n Table

4F.1 for the Catalog of Selected Documents on the Disadvantaged

resembles that for the Pacesetters. Relatively few respondents

(40%) ever used the Catalog. Of those who did, roughly half
restricted its usage to less than six times a year. Higher
percentages for any particular occupational group more likely
than not are a function of small samples (Table 4F.4). Librar-
.ians, consultants, and graduate students seem to favor the
Catalog somewhat more than other groups. Of those who used
it, the majority consulted it more than six times. A trend in
the reverse direction seems to prevail among those in the
teaching categorv.

No differences appear with respect to either the research
or the publication variables.

Table 4F.5 presents users' evaluation of the collection

on the Disadvantagéd. "How satisfied were the users of this
catalog? As already mentioned in the discussion of Table 4F.1,
many respondents (roughly 40%) did not use the @atalog at all.

A notabie exception is again formed by organization-respondents

(Table 4F.5). Of this group, only one out of four responding

never cornsulted the catalog. In terms of individual users,

! \ those that had not published apparently had even less need to
\ consult the catalog than those who had published. Wo such

: difference is traceable to the research variable.

A grad v b



This table (4F.5) shows that, excepting the organiza-
tions, nearly half of those who indicated having used the
catalog expressed considerable satisfaction {1 or 2 ratings}).

For organizations,this index is somewhat lower. About one of
four organizatieons arrived at such high ratings. The reason
for this difference is not apparent from the data available here.

Overall use frequency of Selected Documents in Higher

Education shows an even lower rate (28%) than for other special

collections (Table 4F.1). This is accounted for in part by
its unavailability for purchase.

Table 4F.6 cross—tabulates use frequency of Selected

Documents in Higher Education with the occupational category

of users as well as research and publication variables. ERIC
produrt users in §11 occupation categories indicated rather

uniformly a low usage frequency for the Selected Documents in

Higher Education (SBHE) (not surprising, since copies cannot be

obtained from EDRS as noted above.). Those who do use %the

documents, howaver, . Seem to have a relatively high and

frequent need for them.

Table 4F.7 presents dats on respondents' satisfaction
with the usefulness of that particular collection. The pattern
apparent with regard to special collections discussed above
reappears in Table 4F.7: organization users and individual
respondents appear to differ somewhat in their evaluation of
SDHE. First, organizations tend to have a lower no-use
percentage. This, of course, must be reflected in subsequeﬁt
judgments in proportions of respondents who check a particular

rating.
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With respect to respondents who checked a rating
lower than "2", individual users and organizations seem to
react similarly. If one examines evaluation by people who
actually use SDHE, the picture becomes slightly different.
Individuals in this group checked "3" and below ratings half
of the time while organizations checked "3" or below about two
out of three times. Again, it appears that these specialized
documents are of relatively little use to organizations as
compared with usage by individuals.

Among the special collections, the Manpower Research

Inventory was used relatively lightly. Overall, some 45.7%
of the respondents had never used it, (Table 4F.1); this

does not include a non-response rate of 29.4%. This high

with only consultants (44%), librarians (40%), and administrators
(36%) categories, reporting use of 1-5 times or more per vear.
The relative high percentage for consultants can perhaps be
explained as a sampling variatior due to an extremely small

cell size.

| - - Table 4F .8 reflects a tendency among this collection’s

§ users to use them rather infreguently. Though the evidence is

; not conclusive, the data in this table suggest a rather special-
izod group of users across occupations. In this context it

iz worth noting the differences revealed by the research ar

publicatioh variables. Those who had not published used the
indexes much less frequently than those who had. However, the

same cannot be said with regard to researchers and non-research-

éERiC‘ ess. One is tempted to speculate that the characteristics of

458
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the user group are, at least, only partly reflected in the
absence of th= usual overlap between ratings of researchers
-and published authors and between their counterparts. It is
also worth noting in this respect that, of those responding
+to the question relevant to the frequency with which the

Manpower Research Inventory is used, those who have published

constitute a much smaller proportion than is generally true of
those using the documents discussed on preceding pages. This
find again points to a very special group of users.

The above statistics came from individual respondents.
Clearly these respondents are less favorable than organization
respondents. The guestion then arises whether professional
groups differ with respect to their evaluation of the Manpower

Research Inventcry. The rather special'nature of the document

would make such a question logical.

If only groups with a large number of respondents are
considered (Over 30) and adjust for the varying proportions of
people who never used the Index, the following conclusion seems
warranted. There is a remarkable consistency among those in
the "administration," "teaching," "R & D," and "graduate" cate-
gories. Roughly two out of five people in these groups Qho
actually used the Inventory gave it a 1 or 2 rating. Only the
library category ig_out of step. Of the professionals in this
group only one out of five rated the Inventory this high.

.Another special collection, the Office of Education

Research Reports, is used relatively frequently by contrast with
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such documsints as, say, the Manpower Inventory and the Selected

Documents in Higher Education (Table 4F.1l). About 35% of the

respondents use the Reports, and they are concentrated over the
first frequency categories (17%). The heaviest user categories
include R & D (61%), library (55%), consulting (50%), teachers
(492), and administration (48%), based on use of 1-5 times

per yvear or more (Table 4F.10). One distinctly interesting
finding is that patterns of usage are linked with the "research"
and "publication" variables. Researchers used the Reports

more often than did non-researchers (6 out of 10 versus 4 out

of 10). An almost identical difference exists between those
who had published and those who had not.

In terms of tr.rands among professional groups it is
necessary to limit conclusions to the_five first listed groups
in Table 4F.10, exclusive of "Pupil Personnel Service" (small
cell sizes in this‘and other excluded groups makes this caution
necessary). Administrators and teachers tend to use. the

Research Reports less frequently than those in R & D and in

libraries. The difference with the latter group is comparably
small, however, This finding was to be expected; the data in

Table 4F.10. merely illustrates that the Research Reports reach

primarily their intended user population: T & D professionals,
and "researchers" as opprosed to “non-researchers."

Table 4F.1ll1l illustrates what was already obvious in thre
preceding tables: respondents m .y not always be consistent from
question to question in their replies. Only thus can we explain
such discrepancies as are noticeable in the responses of admin-

istrators to the frequency question. According to Table 4F.10,

.
. o~



52% had never used the Research Reports. The information in

that table was derived from responses to question 38 of the
Individual User Questionnaire. According to Table 4F.11,
however, (based on question 40 of the same questionnaire),

only 31.4% have never used the Research Repcrts. So far, it has

been the policy to interpret frequency of usage data largely

in terms of the less ambiguous freguency of use questions (L.e.,
questions referwing to the classes of usage: never, 1-5, 6+).
It must be understood, however, that such information must
always be interpreted withAgreat caution; particularly if
discrepancies between two related tables exist.

Table 4F.l1ll1 seems to indicate that researchers are more
satisfied (1 and 2 ratings) with the Reports than non-researchers.
This conclusion, however, is barely warranted if oéne excludes
actual non-users iﬁ both groups from consideration. The same
is trve for the apparent difference between those who published
and those who did not. Of the respondents in either group who

actually used the Research Reports, only half gave them a top

rating (1 or 2).

Percentages of respondents in various professional
groups who gave particular ratings can bhe read directly from
Table 4F.ll. It is worth noting, however, that of people in
these groups whe actually used the reports, "administrators"
gave few high (1 or 2) ratings. About thre: of every ten
administrators rated the reports high versus roughly six ocut
of ten respondents in teaching, R & D, and library, and five of

ten respondents. in the graduate group.
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TABLE AF.2

FREQUENCY OF USY. OF PACESETTERS IN TNNOVATTON

DURING 1970
Never 1-5 times/yr. 6+ times/yr. (N)
Occupation
Administration 51,2% 30.2% 18.6% 100% (43
Teaching %4.8 22.5 12.7 100% (71
Pupil Pers. Serv. ——— —— — —— (2
R&D 48.5 27.3 24.2 100% (33
Library 42,2 31.1 26,7 100% (45
Consﬁlting 45.5 45.5 9.1 100% (11
Undergraduate 78.6 0.0 21.4 1004 (14
Graduate - 55.1 15.9 29.0 100%(107
Other 50.0 27.8 22.2 100% (18
| Overall 54,4 23.3 22.4 100%(344
g Conducted Research
; Yes 47.8 25.5 26.8 100%4{157
§ No 56.0 22,6 21.4 100%(168
g Pyblished
§ Yes 474 25.8 26.8 100% (97
f Ne 56.0 23.0 : 21.0 100%(243
;

Source: Individusl TUser Questionnaire
# Where N<5, calculations have been omitted.
#* Totals differ because response rates differed.




TABLE 4F.3

EVALUATION OF PACESETTERS IN INNOVATION

Very Useful No Use Never Used (™
1 2 3 4 5 6

Occypation
idministration 13.9%  16.7%  22.2% 5.6% 0.0%  41.7% 100% (36)
Teaching 8.6 10.0 7.1 4.3 10.0 60.0  100% (70)
Pupil Fers. Serv. —— ———— —— | | me—— —— (3)=
R&D 16.7 5.6 11.1 2.8 5.6 58.3 100% (36)
Library 10.2 12.2 18.4 16.3 4.2, 38.8  100% (49)
Consulting 22,2 11.1 22,2 °© 11.1 0.0 33.3 100% (9)
Undergraduate 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 €1.3 1005 (16)
Graduste | 3.7 5.6 12.0 2.8 0.9 75.0 100%(108)
Other 6.3 12.5 31.3 6.3 0.0 43.8 100% (16)

Overall 9.0 8.7 13.4 5.5 ‘4,1 . 59.2 100%(343) *

Conducted Research

Yes 10.5 7.8 16.3 6.5 3.3 55.6 1005(153)
No 7.6 8.8 13.5 5.8 4.1 60.2  100%(171) %
Published

Yes 5.5 11.0 16.5 8.8 5.5 52.7  100% (91)
No 11.1 7.5 13.1 5.2 3.2 59.9  100%(252) *
Organizations 13.3 13.3 23.9 22.9 1.6 25.0  100%(123¢)

Source: Individual Usar and Organization Cuestionnalres
# Where N<5, calculations have been omitted.
TC" Totals differ because number of respondents differeod.
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TABLE 4F.4

FREQUENCY OF USE OF CATALOG
OF SELECTED DOCWMENTS ON THE DISADVANTAGED

LJRING 1970
Never i-5 times/vr. 6+ times/yr. (W

Occupation
Administration 53.7% 22.0% 24, 4% 100% (41)
Teaching 60.0 24.3 15,% 100% (70)
Pupil Pers. Serv. -— —— - —— (2)%
R&D bbody 33.3 22,2 100% (36)
Library 40.0 26.7 33.3 100% (45)
Consulting 55,6 0.0 bl 100% (9)
Undergradvate 6.3 14.3 21.4 100% (14)
Graduate 59.0 12.4 28.6 100%(105)
Other : 70.6 23.5 5.9 100% (17)

Overall 54.6 20.6 24.5 100%(339) #3
Conducted Research
Yes 53.3 20.4 26.3 100%(152)
No ‘ 53.3 20.7 26.0 100%(169) *
Eublighed
Yes 48.4 2.2 27.4 100% (95)
No 5745 19.2 23.3 100%(240) *:

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
* Where N<5, calculations have been omitted.
Q ##* Totals differ becesuse response rates differed.
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TABLE 4F.5

EVATUATION OF
CATALOG OF SELFCTED DOCUMENTS ON THE DISADVANTAGED
In Percentages

Very Useful No Use Never Used
1 2 3 4 5 6 (N)

Occupation
Administration 11.4% 17.1% 20.0% 11./% 0.0%4 40.0% 100% (35)
Teaching 13.4 8.7 10.1 43 5.8 58.0 100% (69)
Pupil Pers. Serv. ———- (3)*
R&D 10.3 5.1 20.5 17.9 2.6 43.6 100% (39)
Library 13.7 17.6 11.8 15.7 3.9 37.3 100% {51)
Consulting 50.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 100% (10)
Undergraduate 18.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 68.8 100% (16)
Graduate 5.4 5.4 8.0 4.5 3.6 73.2 100%(112)
Other 7.7 0.0 23.1 15.4 0.0 53.8 100% (13)

Overall 11.5 8.6 12.1 8.3 3.7 55.7 100% (348 )%
Conducted Research(
Yes 9.3 6.6 17.2 9.9 2.6 5443 100%(151)
No 12.3 10.1 8.4 7.8 45 57 .0 100%(179)**
Published
Yes 13.0 8.0 20,0 1z2.0 3.0 440 100%(1.00)
No 10.7 9.8 9.0 6.6 3.7 60.2 100%(244,) %

Organizations
9.1 13.9 28.

W

19.8 1.6 27.3 100%(187)

Source: Individual User and Organization Questionnaires
* Jhere N<5, calculations have been omitted.
T}j** Totals differ because number of respondents differed.
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TABLE 4F.6

Occupstio
Administration 64.1% 23.1% 12,8% 100% (39)
Teaching 62.9 15.7 21.4 100% (70)
Pupil Pers, Serv. —— — ————— ——— (2)®
R&D 61.1 16.7 : 22,2 100% (36)
Library 51,1 20.0 28.9 100% (45)
Consulting 55.6 | 22,2 22,2 1008 (9)
Undergraduate 66.7 13.3 20.0 100% (15)
Graduate 59.4 11.3 29.2 100%(106)
Other 68.8 12,5 18,7 100% (16)
Overall 60,1 16.0 24.0 100%(338) #»
Conducted Resesrch
Yes 56.0 18.7 ' 25.3 10055(150)
No 58.8 15.3 25.9 100%(170) ##
Yes 49.5 23.7'" 26.9 100% (93)
No 63.7 13.3 22,9 100%(240) #*

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
¥ Where N«5, calculations have been ocmitted.
#* Totala differ because response rates differ,
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TABLE AF.7

EVATUATION OF
SET.EGTED DOCUMENTS TN HIGHER EDUCATION

Very Useful No Use Never Used (W)
1 2 3 4 5 6

Occupation
Administration 8.8¢ 11.8% 14.7% 20.6% 5,04 38.2% 100% (34)
Teaching 4ol 13.2 5.9 5.9 16,3 66.3 1003 (68)
Pupil Pers. Serv, - _— — — - - we  (3)%
R&D 8.6  1l.4 8.6 2.9 5.7 62,9  100% (35)
Library 8.9 17.8 8.9  13.3 6.7 4h.d  100% (45)
Consulting 30.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 30.0 1004 (10)
Undergraduate 12 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 75.0  100% (16)
Graduate 6.5 3.7 9.3 2.8 2.8 75.06  100%(15%)
Other 8.2 8.3 0.0 0,0 0.0 83.3 1008 (12)

Overall 8.2 9.7 8.5 6.6 5,7 61.8 100%(330)
Conducted ear ‘
Yes 9.5  10.9 8.8 7.5 4.1 59,2 100%(147)
No 7.6 8.8 8.2 6.5 7.1 61.8  100%(170)
Publighed
Yes 10.4 i2.5 10.4 6.3 5.2  55.2 100% (96)

No 8.1 9.0 8.1 6.4 5,6 62.8 100% (234 )+

Oppanizations 7.1 9.3 164 197 3.3 443 1004(183)

Source: Individual User Questiommaire.
#* Vhere N<5, calculations were omitted.
## Totels differ because response rates differed
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Occupation

Adminigtration
Teaching

Pupil Pers. Servs
R&D

Library
Consulting
Tadergraduate
Graduate

" Other

Overall

Had Regearch
Yes

No

Published
Yes

No

60.4
65.1

53.2
69.2

TABLE 4F.8

Source: Individual User Questiommsire
#* Where N¢5, calculations heve been omitted

##* Totals differ because response rates differ.

20§)

17.4
13.6

19.1

13,1

14.3%
14.9
20.6
20.0
22.2
20,0
26.7
13.3
20.4

22.1
21.3

27.7
17.7

()

100% (42)
100% (67)
— (2)%
100% (34)
100% (45)
100%  (9)
100% (15)
100%(105)
100% (15)
1005334 )%

100%(149)
100% (169 st

100% (94)
100%(237 ) #x

V
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TABLE 4¥.9

EVALUATION OF

MANPOWER_RESEARCH INVENTORY

Very Useful
1 2 3 4

Occupation '
Administration 3,04 18.2% 12.1% 9.1%
Teaching 45 6.1 6.1 Leb
Pupil Pers. Serv. | — o —— -
R&D 5.7 14.3 11.3 14.3
Library 6.7 L., 17.8  20.0
Consulting 22,2 1.1 11.1 11.1
Undergraduate 0.0 6.3 6.3 6.3
Graduate 2.8 8.5 6.6 1.9
Other 0.0 18.5 18.2 0.0

Overalll 4.6 2.3 9.6 Th
Conducted Hesearch

Yes 6.3  13.2 9.7 9.0
No 3i6 7-9 8-5 6-/7
Published

YES 4—&3 9!8 1@-9 : 12-0
No 43 10.0 8.3 6.1

5.4 8.2 19.1 21.2

Source: Individual User Questiomnsire.

# Where H<5, calculations have been omitted.

## Totals differ because response rates differed.
¥

204

No Use Never Used {m

5 & -
0.1% 48.5% 100% (33)
3.0 75.8 100% (66)
_— — - (3)%
0.0  54.3 100% (35)
2.2 18.9 100% (45)
0.0 Zh.h 100% (9)
6.3 175.0 100% (16)
2.8 T7.4 100%(106)
0.0 63.6 100% (11)
3.1 66.0 100%(324 ) %%
2.1 597 100%(344)
3.6 69,7 100% (165 ) *x
1.1 62.0 100% (92)
3.9 67.4  100%(230)%*
2.2 44.0 ioo%(ma)
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TABLE 4F.10

FREGUENCY OF USE OF
OF RESEARGH REPORTS

LURING 1570
Never (™)

Administration 52,3% 18.2% 29,5% 100% (44)
Teaching - 51.4 28,4 20.3 100% (74)
Pupil Pers. Serv. —— — — — (2)%
R&D 38.9 30.6 30.6 100% (36)
Librery Lh T 29.8 25.5 100% (47)
Copsulting 50.0 20.0 30.0 100% (10)
Undergraduate 64..3 14.3 21.4 100% (14)
Graduate 59.2 19.4 21.4 100%(103)
Other 58.8 11.8 29.4 100% (17)

Overall 52,2 23.3 245 100%(347)
Yes 4.5 28,3 30,2 100%(159)
No 58.8 20.0 21,2 100% (170 )%
Published
Yes 38,4 30.3 31.3 100% (99)

No 57.0 21.3 21.7 100% (244, ) %%

Source: Individual User Questiommaire.
¥ Where N<5, calculations have been cmitied.
#% Totals differ becsuse response rates differed.
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Yery Useful

QEEEE%E@E& *
Administration 14.3%
Teaching 15.3
Pupil Pers. Serv. -
R&D g.1
Library 9.3
Consulting 30.0
Undergraduste 6.3
Graduate 5.8
Other 7.7

Overall 10:5
Conduxted Research
Yes 13.4
No 8.3
Published
Yes 13.7
No 9.4
Organizations 0.8

TABLE AF.11

OE RESEARCH REPORTS

2

8.6%
16.5
27.0
20.9
20,0

6.3

7.7
15.4
14.1

22.8
9.5

21.1

C11.5

19.4

31.4%
132.9
10.8
9.3
0.0
6.3
9.6
7.7
12.3

12.8
11.9

13.9
12.0

18.3

Séuiéé} 'Iﬁﬁi&idﬁédfﬁser Questionngire.
¥ Where N<5, calculations were omitted.
#% Totals differ because response rates differed.

Sl

No

8.6%

0.0

5.4
9.3
20,0
.D.O
3.8
0.0

4.5

4.0

48

6.3
3.8

16.1

Use Never Used ()

5 6
5.7% 31.4%
L.2 50,0
2.7  45.9
2.3 48.8
0.0 30.0
6.3 175.0
0.0 73.1
0.0 69.2
2.4 56,2
0.7 46.3
3.0 62.5
2.1 43.2
2.6 60.7
1.6 33.9

100% (35)
100% (72)
- (3)=

- 100% (37)

100% (43)
100% (10)
100% (16)
100%(104)
1004 (13)
100%(333 )

-100%(149)

100% (168 )3

100% (95)
100% (234, )#*

100%(186)




TABLE 4F.12

OF ERIC SPECIAL7DDGUMENT CDLLECTIQNS

Number of Sets Scid

1968 2979
Publication
Manpower Research Inventory
FY 1966-67 OE12036 125 2,200
FY 1968 OE12036-68 817
FY 1969 OE12036-69 _ 464
Selected Documents on the )
Disadvantaged 188 6,269
E Pacesetters in Innovation
: FY 1966-68 430
: ~ FY 1966-69 1,281
; OE Research Reports 1956-65 ,
i OE12028 181 2,878
4 Higher Education Documents#* R ———
-

Source: EDRS Ssles Records
#* Not available for sale
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Section G
SOME COMPARISONS OF INDEXING JOURNALS IN EDUCATION

This phase of the survey was to study the availability,

e, and usefulness of ERIC users of Research in Education (RIE)

1d Current Index to Journals in Education (CIJE)Yin comparison with

ve other abstracting and indexing publications relating to
jucation. Descriptive data were“collected and analyzed from
>spondents of the four principal ERIC user groups querried by the
1irvey, i.e., individual users, RIE subscribers, CIJC subscribers,
1d subscribers to representative professional educational journals.
'or further information on data gathering instruments, see Chapter
-1 of this report.) The fact that only users or potential users

" LRIC products and services were sampled should be taken into
count in interpretation of data presented and particularly with
:gard to comparisons between ERIC and non—-ERIC publications among
¢ seven indexing journals studied.

All of the indexing journals studied cover the published

riodical literature with the exception of Research in Education,

1ich covers the report literature, and Dissertation Abstracts.

irrent Index to Journals in Education, Education Index, and Research

1 Education were examined more closely for purposes of this comparative :
-udy, since the other secondary publications have either a more
mited scope or their widest coverage is outside education. Research

1 Education (newly published in 1966) and Current Index to Journals

1 Education (newly published in 1969) are the prineipal




ERIC announcement publications prepared or supported by the Office
of Education.

The following aspects of availability, use and usefulness
of the abstracting and indexing services were studied:

l. Availability

2. Choice of index journals when more than one is available

3. Fregquency of use
4, Comparative Usefulness of CIJE

5. Ways in which used

Scope of Indexing Journals

The following abstracting and indexing journals concerned
directly and peripherally with the published and report literature
relating to education were selected for comparative study:

Child Development Abstracts & Bibliography (quarterly)

covers 133 international periodicals and has exchange agreements
with 10 other abstract journals.

Current Index to Journals iﬂ Education (monthly) covers

more than 500 major educational and education-related publications

and includes a main entry section with annotations.

doctoral dissertations from 290 institutions in the U.S. and Canada
and has agreements with Buropean Universities.

Education Index (monthly) gives citations for 240 educa-

tional periodicals. It is concerned exclusively with education, but

not restricted to specific areas within the field.

209 -
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Educational Administration Abstracts (tri-annual) is

the most limited of the indexes, covering 86 journals concerned
with school administration.

Psychological Abstracts (monthly) covers 493 periodicals

in diverse fields and is aimed at psychologists, researchers, doc-
tors, and those in related fields.

Research in Education (monthly) is an abstract journal

reporting recently completed research reports, descriptions of out-

standing programs, and other documents of educational significance.

Availability

Respondents among individual subscribers to professional
educational journals revealed that all three of the principal

indexing journals studied, i.e., CIJE, Education Index, and RII,

were available to 50% of their number. This proportion lowers to
overall 28% availability if non-respondents are taken into account.
(See Tables 4G.1-3.)

Respondents were asked to indicate availability of each
journal separately; the journals in pairs; and all three. Overall
thirty-nine percent of the respondents to the question on convenient
availability of the three journals, separately or in combination,
chose to ignore this question, wﬁich fact can reasonably be inter-
preted as indicating non-use of any one of the three index journals.

Seventeen percent of respcndents reported having only one
educational indexing journal available. Amonyg these persons Edu-

cation Index was the journal most available (13%) among the three

studied; RIE followed with 10% availability and CIJE with 5%.

O ese figures become 8¢, 7%, and 3% respectively when non-

210
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respondents are considered. (Table 4G.3) When respondents were
asked to indicate availability of the journals in pairs, Education
Index and RIE were more often available to respondents (14%) as

against CIJE and Education Index with 9% availability. CIJE and

RIE followed with only 2% indicating separate availability of this
combination.

{This data for the jcurﬁals separately and in pairs
should not be considered apart from the data discussed below re-
porting availability of all three indexing jaurnals,'which prob-
ably reflects the condition of most libraries and information cen-~
ters with full ERIC collections.)

Availability of all three index journals by respondent's
occupational category is shown in Table 4G.3. Availability of all
three index journals is in excess of 40% among all occupational
categories with an overall indicated availability of 49%, as
indicated earlier. Availability was highest.among undergraduate and
graduate students, teachers, librarians and consultanﬁs in that

order. It is noted that Education Index and Research in Education

were considered equally available by R & D people. Education Index

ranks highest in availability among teachers and administrators.
CIJE is correspondingly low in all categories except undergraduate
students where it outranks the other two journals (but on a small

sample size).

Choice of Index Journals When More Than One is Available

When more {han one indexing journal was available to
respondent subscribers to professional journals, Education Index
was used more frequently (23%) than RIE (21%) or CIJE (6%).

<11:.



This general gquestion, however, registered a 51% non-response rate
indicating possible unfamiliarity with one or more of the journals.
(See Tables 4G. 4-5) By occupation, respondents indicated that one-

half of teachers prefer Education Index as against 39% for RIE and

'11% for CIJE (Table 4G.6). Among administrators, Education Index

and RIE are equally preferred with CIJE registering about one-half
‘of that level of use. Among librariams, consultants, and graduate

‘students, Research in Education outperforms Education Index sub-

stantially with CIJE ranking first in use only with undergraduate
fstudents {This later data should be viewed with caution because of
gthe small sample).

v

Frequency of Use

In a related effort to determine the rate of use of the
fjcurnals studied, another gquestionnaire solicited similar responses
?rom individual users of ERIC products and services (see Table 4G.7).
gg;g ranked first among these respondents with 72% recording some use
of RIE. Education Index was next most used by 68% and CIJE followed

%ith,54% of respondents indicating use of this journal. The other

four indexing and abstracting journals studied had a level of use

in this order: Dissertation Abstracts (50%), Psychological Abstracts

(38%), Educational Administration Abstracts (18%), and Child Develop-

nent Abstracts and Bibliography (18%)..

Comparative Usefulness of CIJE

Individual users were also asked, "How do you think CIJE compares

'in usefulness with other such indexes you have used?”"” (This question was

. mwmmnm 212*




nct asked of users of RIE because no other indexing journal covers
reports and other non-periodical literature.) Z&Approximately one-
third of the respondents to the individual user questionnaire found

CIJE "equally useful”; almost ocne-fourth found it "more useful" and

only 5% fourd it “less useful" when compared to other index journals

(see Table 4G.8). Here again, however, the non~response rate was
high (43%), corresponding roughly to the non-response rate among
individual subscribers to professional educational journals. If
only respondents to the gquestion were considered, and presumably
these included actual users of CIJE, 53% of users found it "equally
useful" as compared to other index journals. In a breakdown by
respondent's degree level, one-half of individual respondents

with bachelors, masters, and doctoral degrees found CIJE "equally
useful," about 40% regarded it as "more useful,' and less than 10%
voted "less useful."

Ways in Which Indexing Journals were Used During 1979

Data on this impértant gquestion was obtained both from
respondents to the individual user questionnaire and respondent

subscribers %o Research in Education. It is revealing that sub-

scribers to RIE, 95% of whom are institutional, differed markedly
from individual users of ERIG products and services in their views
as to how RIE was used. For example two-thirds of the individual

usérs overall indicated that RIE was used primarily to search

past issues or volumes to locate specific information. Less than

one-fifth of the individual users reported that they read or scan
each issue of RIE for current awareness. Less than 10% rép@rted

using RIE for both purposes.

"



On the other hand, institutional subscribers to RIE
reported use of the journal only 40% of the time to search past
igsues to locate specific information. At the same time, approx-
imately one-fourth of the respondents reported using RIE to read
or scan for current awareness. A.slightly higher percentage of
subscribers reported using RIE for both purposes.

Ways in which each indexing journal was used during the
past vear by the respondent's occupation are reported in Tables
4G.10-14, and in Tables 4D.7 (RIE) and 4E.5 (CIJE). Highlights .
of use for each journal are noted as follows:

Child Development Abstracts and Bibliography was reported

used by the smallest number of respondents (214 out of 494). Almost
two=-thirds of those responding reported never using this journal.
The largest percentage of use (46%) was by librarians in searching
past issues or volumes to locate specific information.

Dissertation Abstracts. Approximately two-thirds of

all users indicated that this journal was used primarily to search

oo TR i

for specific information. Only 22% of respondents indicated that
they had never used this journal. It should be noted also that
respondents who had not conducted research reported greater use

than researchers of Dissertation Abstracts, with indications of

uniformly heavy use by librarians, teachers, administrators and
.graduate students.

Current Index to Journals in Education. Almost two-

thirds of individual respondents reported use of CIJE primarily to
search past issues to locate specific information. Only 14% read

or scan each issue for current awareness, and a bare 6% use CIJE

214
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for both purposes. CIJE was reported used by librarians and
graduate students primarily for searching for information. Teachers
also reported a high percentage use (60%) for this purpose. {See
Table 4E.5)

Education Index. Of all the journals examined, Education

Index recorded the highest percentage of users indicating primary

use for search past issues to locate specific information (70% as
against 67% for RIE and 62% for CIJE). Respondents indicated a
low 10% "never used" as compared to 8% for RIE and 18% for CIJE.
In the categories of graduate students, research and development
personnel, librarians, and administrators, more than two-thirds of
use was directed to searching past issues to locate specific
information.

Education Administration Abstracts. Almost two-thirds of

a low number of respondents (217 out of 494) reported "never used"
for this journal. Non-use was especially high among teachers and
students. School administrators indicated greater use of this index-
ing journal than other occupational categories, but even here, 43%
reported "never used." Approximately one-third of school administra-
tors and librarians responding indicated preference for use of this
journal in searching to locate specific information. One-fifth of
school administrators responding reported that they read or scan

each issue for current awareness,

Psychological Abstracts. Data from the individual user

questionnaire indicated there is widespread use of Psychological
Abstracts among ERIC users. Outside the three principal journals

studied, Eszchgiqgigél'Abstracts ranked next to Dissertation

Abstracts in recording a low percentage of non-use compared to the

e =
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other five indexing journals. Overall, 53% of respondents indicate

primary use of Psychological Abstracts for the purpose of retro-

spective searching. Only 11% reported using this journal for

current awareness. Librarians and teachers reported the heaviest

use of Psychological Abstracts, each category showing approximately
80% use. Of those searching past issues to locate specific informa=
tion, teachers ranked highest with librarians and graduate students
next in order. ‘Again, with respect to uvse in research, respondents
indicated wider use among non-ressarchers than those active in re-
search.

Research in Education. As indicated above, RIE had the

lowest percentage of respondents reporting "never used." (See Table
4D.7) RIE also had the distinction of being used most often among
all the indexing journals studied for reading or scanning each issue

for current awareness. Only Education Index surpassed RIE for use

in searching past issues to locate specific information (69% as
compared to 67%). Graduate students, teachers, and librarians all
reported frequent use of RIE for this latter purpose. Almost one-
fourth of respondents who reported conducting research indicated
that they read or scan RIE for current awareness. On the other hand,
non~-researchers outnumbered researchers among those who search past
issues to locate specific information, confirming the heavy use of

RIE by students, teachers, and librarians as reported above.

<16
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TABLE 4G.1

INDEX JOURNALS AVAILABLE TO JOURNAL COLUMN READERS*

Journals Percent ____ Number
Current Index to Journals in Education (CIJE) 2.9 29

§ Education Index 7.8 78

i Research in Edu:aqipn (RIE) 6.5 66

% CLJE and Education Index 5.1 52

% CIJE and RIE 1.2 12

z Education Index and RIE 8.5 86

é CILJE, RIE, and Education Index 28.1 294

| No Response 38.9 394

| 100.0 1011

Source: Professional Journal Questionnaire

*Respondents were asked to indicate availability of each journal
separately; the journals in pairs; and all three. Availability totals
are therefore not cumulative.
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TABLE 4G.4

JOURNAL INDEX USED MOST FREQUENTLY
BY JOURNAL COLUMN READERS

CILJE Education Index RIE No Response

6.3% 22.3% 20.3% 51.0% 100.0%

(64) (225) (206) (516) (1011)

'

Source: Professional Journal Questionnaire




TABLE 4G.5

. CHOICE OF INDEX JOURNALS WHEN MORE THAN ONE IS AVATLABLE

TO_SUBSCRIBERS OF PROFESSIONAL JOURNALS

Current Index

Professional to Journals

Journals in Education

Audio-Visual 5.6% (6)

Exceptional 6.4 (21)
Children

Foreign Language 8.8 (14)
Annala

Journal of 7.8 (9)
Teacher Education

Reading Teacher 4.7 (14)
Overall 6.3 (64)

Education Research in
Index Education
25.0% (27) 22.24 (24)
17.1 (56) 17.7 (58)
1.5 (23) 17.0 (27)
39.7 (46) 30.2 (35)
24.3 (73) 20.7 (62)
22.3 {225) 20.3 (206)

221

Source: Professional Journal Questionnaire

No
Response

46.2% (51)

58.8 (193)

59.7 (95)

(26)

22,3

(151)
(516)

50.3

51.0

100% (1081

100% (328)1
100% (159),

100% (116i

100% (300),
100% (1011

13
!
{
1
!
!
i
I
;
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TABLE “G.6

CHOICE OF INDEX JOURNAL
OF THOSE WHO HAVE MORE THAN ONE AVAILABLE
BY OCCUPATION

5 CLJE Education Index  RIE (D)=
Occupation
Administration 21.0 39.0 ' 40.0 100%(100)
Teaching 11.3 49.5 39.2 100%(212)
Pupll Pers. Serv, == — - 100% (1)
R&D 14.3 28,6 57.1 1008 (7)
Library 0.0 35.7 64.3 100% (14)
5 Consulting 3.6 42.9 53,9  100% (28)
Undergraduate 50.0 50.0 0.0 100% (6)
Graduate _ 7.1 42,9 50,0 IOO% {(14)
Other 0.0 25.0 75.0 1002 (4)
Overall 13.5 44.8 41.7 100%( 386)
y
Saurc; H Frofessﬂitrmal J u:urna;i ” Qua stionnaire
*Non-response rate not calculated.




TABLE 4G.7

BATE OF USE OF RIE AND CIJE BY ERIC USERS IN COMPARISON

" WITH OTHER SECONDARY ANNOUNCEMENT BULLETINS

N = 494

Index

Journals Fercent _(N)
RIE 71.9 355
CI1JE 54..4 268
Education Index 67.8 325
Dissertation Abstracts 49.8 242
Psychological Abstracts 38.2 199

Educational Administration .18.0 89
Abstracts

Child Development Abstracts & 17.6 87
Bibliography

it o

Others A 37

ST PR R

=

Source: Individual User Questiommaire .




TABLE 4G.8

USEFULNESS OF CIJE COMPARED TO OTHER INDEXES

Percent

Less useful 4.7
Equally useful 30.4
More useful 22.1
No Response 42.8
100.0

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

Number

150
109
212

494




TABLE 4G.9

QATIVE USEFULNESS OF CIJE WITH OTHER INDEXES
BY RESPONDENT'S DEGREE LEVEL

Less Egually More ,
Degree level Useful Useful Useful _(N)

High School . 28.6% 28.6% 42.9% 1008 (7
: Diploma
Bachelor's 5.8 5040 4da2 100% (86)
Master's 9.1 53.8 37.1 100% (143)
| Specialist's —-— — — — (2)*
% Doctorate 40 52,0 44,0 1009 (25)
| Other — m——— —— —— (4)%

Overall 8.2 52,1 39.7 100% (267)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

# Where NC5, caleulations heve been omitted.

R




TABLE 4G.10

WAYS IN WHICH CHILD DﬁVELDPHENT ABSTRACTS AND- BIBLIOGRAPHY
WAS USED DURING 1970 BY RESPONDENT S 'OCCUPATION

- Search past issues

Read or scan or volumes to
each 1ssue for locate specific Never
current awareness information — Both Used | i (N)

Administration . 7
or Superviaion 15.4 34.6 3.8 46,2 100% (2¢
Toaching : 15.2 23.9 4.3 56.5 100% (4€

Pupil Personnel ,
SBI'V'iC‘-ES g oy o o i ( 1

Research and
Development

Center 4.0 20.0 0.0 76.0 1c0% (25
Library or
Instructionsal : )
, Resources ' 6.1 : 45.5 12.1 36.4 100% (33
§ Consulting —— _ —— —— ' (4
! Undergraduate 12,5 . 12.5 0.0 75.0 1008 (8
Graduate | | 4.7 15.6 0.0 797 1003 (&4
Other | 14.3 | 28.6 ’ 0.0 57.1 1003 (7
Overall ' 0.8 2.8 3.3 62.1 1005 (214

Yes 9.1 20.0 3.6 67.3 100%( 110,
No | 12,2 30.0 2,2 55,6 100% (20,
fublighed ,

Yes 7.1 A 23,8 : 3.3  60.9 100% (56,
No- S 11 23.8 3.3 60.9  1008(151;

|3 Individual User @estionnaire : .
I:R\()ra N<:5, caloulations have been omitted.

N A S MR 8 18 e oy 4 B et e s e 5 sty £ e et
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Oceupsation
Admin? stration

TABLE 4G.11

WAYS IN WHICH DISSERTATION ABSTRACTS WAS USED

DURING 1970 BY RESPONDENT'S OCCUPATION

Read or scan
each issue for
current awsreness

or Supervision 17.6
Teaching 14.7
FPupil Personnel

Services ————
Research and

Davelcpment

Center 11l.1
Library or .

Instruetionsal

Resources 7.5
Consulting 16.7
Undergraduate 11.1
Graduate Ta3
Other 0.0

Overall 10.6
Conducted Research
Yes 7.6
No 13.3
Fublished
Yes 14.9
No 8.4
Source: Individuzal User Questionnaire

Sesrch past lssues

or volumes to
locate specific

information

61.8
61.8

66.7

67.5
66.7
33.3
6l.5
60.0
61.8

58.3
66.7

6hes
6l1.9

[:R\!: * Jhere N<:5, calculations have ‘been omitted.v

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

Never 7

Both Used ) :
g.8 11.8  100% (34) |
7.4 16.2 100% (68) .
_ (2)*
0.0 22.2  100% (36)
i
10.0 15.0  100% (40) i
0.0 16.7 100%  (6) ]

0.0 55.6  100% (9)
3.1 38,1 100% (96) 5
10.0 30.0  100% (10) |
5.6 21,9  100%(301) |
L9 29,2 100%{144)
6.7 13.3 100%(135) ;

6.7 13.8 1004 (87)

4.0  25.7 100%(202)




TABLE 4G.12
WAYS IN WHICH EDUCATION INDEX WAS USED
DURING 1970 BY RESPONDENT'S OCCUPATION
- Search past issues
Read or sean " or volumes to :
each issue for locate apecifio : Never
current awsrenass information —. Both  Used __(N)
Adminigtration i . -
or Supervision 20.5 _ 66.7 5.1 7.7  100% (39)
Teaching 22,8 62.0 8.9 6.3 100% (719)
Pupll Personnel . ‘ .
Services — —_— — —_— e (&)
Research and :
Development : o
Center 13.2 73.7 0.0  13.2  100% (38)
Library or !
Instructional , : o
- Resources 12.0 72,0 14.0 2.0 100% (50)
Consulting 25.0 62.5 0.0 12,5 100% (8)
Undergraduate - 0.0 Ahods 1.1 44.4  100% (9) |
Graduate 9.5 76.2 2.9 1.4 100%(105)
Other | 0.0 81.8 9.1 9.1  100% (11)
: !
Yes 1.7 67.8 8.2 12.3  100%(171)
No 2.4 69,7 . %6 5.3  100%(152)
Yes ‘ o ‘ @eg 66:3 ,506_ 7.9 100% (89)

HO‘F | | ] 1307 .4 | E.O . ,8'9 100%(248) }

Source: Individual tlsar Quutd.onngira e
1* Hhara K< 5, Galmﬂ.gtiong have baan mittad.
LS




TABLE 4G.13

WAYS IN WHICH EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION ABSTRACTS

"WAS USED DURING 1970 BY RESPONDENT'S OCCUPATION

Occupation

Ldministration
or Supervision

Teaching

Pupil Personnel
Services

Research and
Development
Center

Library or
Instructional
Hesources

Consulting

Undergraduate

Graduate

Other

Overall

Conducted Research

Yes

No

Fublished
Yes

No

Search past issues

Read or scan or volumes to
each lssue for locate specific Never
information Both Used I ¢ )
20.0 36.7 0.0 43.3 100% (30)
10,2 22.4 4.1 63.3 100% (49)
——— —— - (1)*
4.0 32.0 4.0 60.0  100Z (25)
6.7 36.7 6.7  50.0  100% (30)
0.0 20.C 0.0 40,0  100% (5)
0.0 14.53 14.3 71.4 100% (7)
4T 18.7 3.1 734 100% (64)
0.0 0.0 16,7 83,3 1005 (6)
8.8 25.3 bal 61,8 100%(217)
4.7 - R2.6 3.8 é8.9 100%(106)
13.9 26.7 5.0 54.5 100%(101)
10.8 30.8 3.1 55.4 1005 (65)
8.8 2.3 4.7 62.2 100%(14€)

Source: Individusl User Questionnaire -

. # Jhere N<<5, calculations have been omitted.
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TABLE 4G.14

WAYS IN WHICH PSYCHQLDGIGAL ABSTRACTS WAS USED
DURING 1970 BY. RESPOHDENT S OCCUPATION '

Search pa'st ‘issues

Nt S e

Read or scan or volumes to
each issue for locate specific Never -
current suareness jinformetion  Both Usea, _ ()
Occupetion
Admind stration
; or Supervision 4.0 40.0 12.0 44..0 100% (25)
| Teaching . 13.8 ~ 63.8 3.4 19.0  100% (58)
Pupil Personnel |
?‘? Services : © e — - (4)*
’ Research and
Development - ) '
Center 10.7 4b.4 0.0 42.9 100% (28)
i _
Library or
i Instructional ,
Resources . 15.4 59.0 10,3  15.4  100% (39)
g Consulting 20,0 60.0 0.0 20.0 100% (5)
i
! Undergraduate 27.3 27.3 0.0  45.5  100% (11)
Graduate | 8.5 50,0 1.2 40,2  100% (82)
Other 0.0 55,6 0.0  44.4 1008 (9)
Overall ' 11.1 52.5 4.2 32,2  100%(261)
Conducted ,
Yes : 9.3 | 47.3 3.9 39.5  100%(129)
No | 3.7 59,0 4.3  23.1  100%(117)
Publlshed _ ‘
Yes S 12,7 56,3 4.2 26,6 100% (71)
o B © 11,0 ' 51.4 3.2 - 33.7  100%(181)
B E lC»curce- Individual Uaer Quest:l.crnnaire '
!' Jhare N{S, calculaticns hava been emi.tted.




